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FOREWORD 


In some- of his tellers to rhe t hutches fttul briefly wains 
against man-made philosophy; in 1 Corinthians he spends the 
beiiei pan of three chapters emphasizing rlut point: God has 
matte the wisdom of i His world foolishness. 

Tt is disappointing ihai many Christians have not under - 
sttxid Paul's ai^ju mem anft a frag«h ihai the 1 - Jiav i' neienetl his 
o::n ttlusiuTi, ll Seems kt be ail t ; Jt:-i ufj*tlion:i3 liazard — perhaps 
beseuing sin woo Id be the better ptnase— of Oiri&iian pli lIcwo- 
phers and theologians tliat kie> try to incorporate ihe w-isdom 
of this world— | he c urrem conclusions ol scienct, [he argu- 
meins of natural theology, tlie speailaiioiiK, of [isvchologisi.H 
and eon [iselots. to name tliree favorites — into Sctipuat. How 
much tune and effort could be saved were everj CJnistian 
collcgp student to undcrsiand whai fttul is saying in the 
opening chapters of f Corinthians. 

Gordon Clark seas all unusual thinker ill that lie tfid 
understand and agree with Raul's argument and conclusion: 
M lic wisdom of this woi Id ts indeed i(K»lishnr-%s. If we wish true 
wisdom, if we desire knowledge, we must search the ScripLuKi, 
Eoa- they alone are theoractes oFGod. In this commentary Clark 
coniinun tiis magnificent and hfdong effort at bringing all 
thought into captivity to Christ. I he alteniivc and thoughtful 
leader will learn a gren [ deal in the nest three hundred pages. 
None of Li. needless to say will be the conclusions of scienoe h 
psychology, or human philosophy, h whtl Ik- Wisdom, the 
Wisdom mentioned by Solomon and John, tilt- Wisdom that 
framed ilru- worlds and guides souls to Heaven 


John W. Rtjbbins 
October 2H. 1990 








INTRODUCTION 


This book aims to help two groups ol Christiaiis. Hfsi. 
there arc [hose who study privately, by themselves, “on thr-ir 
own." Having no other teacher, like (he Ethiopian eunuch, 
they meed all the help they can get. Second, there are person? 
who are enrolled its and benefit from Bible classes. The teach- 
er of inch classes needs textbooks. Every three or sis month*, 
tse tries to tinswef the question, What shall we use item: 1 
There are all too few suitable textbooks, The present writer 
hopes ihaL this one will be x useful addition. 

However, more important than stating what groups are to 
he helped is (he quality of what help is here offered. The 
title, of course, indicates that this is x study I .*•■••« on First 
Corinthians, hut what is tr$ plan and procedure? Obviously, 
the aim js to explain the main message of the epistle- - but 
hou? much will be included, and what will lx- omitted? 

A standard luLt length commentary examines every word 
of the text and brings to bear upon it all the relevant mate- 
rial. and maybe some irrelevant, that she author can amass, 
fine such commentary, which the present writer has read in 
preparation for what follows, was written by Heinrich August 
Wilhelm. Meyer. It is a tome as ponderous hi? German 

name. For JOb page-5, ti X S-vb inches, of rather dense prim, 
Meyer tried to write a Comments ry fur .ill time, He succeeded 
reasonably well. For professional scholars his work is lodis- 
pen sable. Naturally il is loaded down, not only with the 
Greek nl the text, but also with quotations from the early 
fathers, also in Greek, anti from later commentaries in Latin,. 
Most Of those: who will read ihe hook in hand do not want 
such abundance. 

A knowledge of Greek is not to be disparaged* however. 
God chose il for : U$ Tcv-ti 'irion. Every serious. Christian, in 
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this author's opinion,, outlie to know at leaM ibe Greek alpha- 
i ;■ . i , 1 1 hardly take-!: a b-alf . : it hour. U'nh ihistninimal knowl- 
one can ,il least see thal two words, different in English, 
.ire The i-amu- m-md irt Greek; or iwo the same in E-mgtjsh .uc 
differem in Greek This minimal knowledge will enable ihe 
Student to recognm what the comnienlan is referring to, 
:.u\ d will prevent n good deal or confusion. 

.\(n wuld I recommend ih:n. a knowledge tri Greek he 
restricted to a minimum. Permit ;t reference to family history. 
My fa I Inrr was a minister, a College and seminary graduate, 
with lurthncr study in Edinburgh. His lather was also a well 
educated minister. However, my mother's father earned his 
meager living its. a humble wool carder, After retirement, he 
hffc.ir:; co study Greek; and in his Greek resramem, where he 
recorded his progress, I can see the small number of verses he 
wits able Id cover iiif’hL by night, He wrote no Commentiirit:*. 
hm he greatly extended his Itoowiedge as wd! as his love of 
Lhe Mew J es lament. Few people, unfortunately, will foliow 
his example, for it takes about a year of daily study to reach 
the Jim level of proficiency, 

With ,! iwinqc of conscience, i hr present book does not 
use Greek tn least it does not use the Greek alphabet. Some 
words ure tnmsliie.srated. Seminary students i .to easily recog- 
nize what they come front, fhcre is also aecrlain amount of 
textual crilkbin. Again, this ivil! be helpful to i ho seminary 
Students; but it is also the author's decided opinion thal 
every Chrotiitn who has two ,md i half brain cells should 
k'i •• -iiai there is such ji thing .is texLual criticism mi cl 
should have examined one or two instances. Flu- onMo.i: v 
Christian nil I n : her time expi-n ml it. Few seminary stud.cn Is 
become expert in textual criticism. However, there is iio good 
reason for remaining totally ignorant when a little of it is 
now Ihlc in your hands,. Ihc-re arc also other difficulties iri 
studying the Jffew Testament. Do not groan if some of the 
details are tedious. Remember that Meyer wrote 406 pages Of 
fine print. L><* noi object to a discussion of rejected irm fpje- 
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i a lions- These increase rnuA undrfiran.ding ol the text. To 
see what Paul did no; mean clarifies what he did rm-an. I! ,i 
Bible S 1 1 Ldevi I has A real love fen" God’s Word, as Jacob Imcd 
Rachel, seven years of study will seem bui an evening's 
delight , 

'The difficulties; in First Corim hi.iu.s come :s: $ retry I GiCS. 
First, there (ire passages which as a whole are puzzling. F or 
example, what implications concerning American university 
education, or lor iducaiLon in gi:iu-?.ii, cap, he drawn from 
I Corinthians ' ; 1 3- 2 ; l '■ ' Presbyterian? have historically in- 
sisted orr .m educated ministry; but the Cumberland church 
;uad other denominations though i chat any willing Frontiers 
man could preach. Slishiiv less. ie. size is the question whether 
chaplet seven condemns, approves of, or merely condones 
slavery, Here, too. iheft arc mi plications ijtlaiivc to the activ- 
ism, radicalism, vandalism, and general watery of recent 

college studenis- Again, does chapter ! il'lcen teach pre-milk-n- 
nt.disrn, rule it out. or leave it in doubt? 

inc same chapter dbeusseS the FcsiiiTct lion of the body, 
Whai will bur future life be like? Does the marriage relation 
commit*? Shall, we cm Ddmonico steaks? Will wc need hair- 
cuts? Do wc spend our time studying Greek and playing bach 
on the harpsichord? Some of these quest ions are answered, 
b> implication, in that chapter. 

Before tvy o.,u make progress toward answering ihese 
interesting and eon temporary quoi ions, wc UHtst SCC precise- 
ly what the vcm‘S say. I'his is nor always easy. In fact, this 
epistle is a rather difficult one, Therefore, this irlJ'. he u good 
place to outline ,i procedure for study. Read verses: one and 
two and .ish. Docs the phrase "believe in vain" com rati ici the 
den in*- r! the perseverance ol' the saints? Read verses three 
and four and ask. Is thn the indispensable mini mum of CSlliS’ 

1 : : i doctrine? Hd« I.lid Fay I gci this information? ft 7 hat is ihc 
significance ;?l these verses Fen apostolic history, in other 
words, She .devdbpmcn i of Christianity in the first century? 
What is the significance of ihc pliravC "according to the Snip 
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lures" in verses .in e:< and Four? What is the implication . h J’ 
“[he third day" I ci i tKisicncialiiii'ig Off derttythologizhig tin: 
New Testament? further on, read verses, through 2$ and 
act, Ik Christ inferior to the Father? What about thy Trinity? 
Do chest verses Uadi universal salvation? It is by onsidcring 
such Questions that one come? to .i bcitet undemanding of 
what Paul actually said. 

lit cjcJm place*, there are difficult ie$ which, though real, 
are too insignificant to be of great value, Such are omitted 
here* ycistum- readers may thEnk chew are . still too rtaaiy fim: 
points included. Iwn extremes should be avoided: a person 
misses a jjreait deal if he cannot see the forest feu the trees; 
but Jv also misses a great dc.il if he .. .nmoi the tre es., and 
even some of tile leaves. After ait-, the difference between 
aspen leaves and pine needles is worth noting. 

There ;s anothn type -.if difficulty., The wording of ■■. 
pas*. ■ sc may !» grammatically and superficially clear, while at 
Ihc Same time, the argument and its relation to other parts of 
Sniplurt need careful study, for example, does chapter eight 
contradict most of EE Peter? Or, again. in a series i>l reason* 
and Paul often enough says bwtuuw three times in .i row ■ 
what is .i reason for what? Xm alt scholars agree, In those 
i aso. even with all the commentaries now hi exbtcnee, the 
reflections of an additional cxegeu- might possible he of some 
help. 

Then' are indeed a great many comnieallLtries In existence. 
One o1 the iru>-t recent is that of K. M, Robertson (-\tae- 
millart, 197!S). I in- author is ci early a liberal with a poor 
opinkm <»I Paul, hi his first two chapters, he accuses fVut of 
jealousy and imagines .m unpleasani relationship between 
Paul and A polios : "Paul was not going Co .let Ajiollos ffci 
.rwjv with it all!” I'jt. Iff)}. Nothing in ihc text supports; ibis 
ungenerous view. 

Other cornmcntiii'ics show metre respect iind better jtuJt:- 
nu:Mi. ibis i> true even' of Geoff rev If. Wilson's little paper* 
back {The Banner ui Truth '1 'yibc, IHyli, In it. the author 
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ii h lodes : few of his own hou^hls; nit the hulk ol the book 
consists of disjointed quotations from a drnwu or .so other 
commentators. Respectful at Paul, the quotaiJOns certainly 
arc; Iml llie lack of originality and the Lack uf system in 
compiling them produce I Chios in which Paul’s message is 
npl very distinctly del] lira tc-Li. 

In ,i brie I list of commentaries one ought te> men i sou the 
names ed Elticod, Ltghlfom, Lange, Lcnski, Gt'oshetde, and 
otheis referred so in the present book. T'hey all have some 
good points, and grateful credit will he given them as d*> 
served. Of course. they all have flaws loo. The present hook, 
since its author is also human* has 3L- own. In contrast with 
Wilson's, maybe ibis one is too migiii-d, hm the writer opines 
he b.is seen and discusses a few diffictpiiies the others missed. 

Perh ups a Roman Catholic eommentary should be irn'ii- 
tioned: .T Catholic Commentary on Il&fy Scripiurt (Thomas 
Nelson and Suns, t 953), in which W'. Res$ has eighteen pages 
of two columns each of line print. Expectedly Romish in :ls 
viewpoint {and this should he of interest it> Protestants), it 
nonetheless gives good explmta lioms ol many passages, [low 
ever, it is not a verse by VCI'SC commentary. Rather, it is made 
tip of summaries of sections. Its brevity necessitates many 
omissions. 

Not everything is discussed in this book cither: .vncL there 
is some uftn-i illness ;:i ihe Seng I h ■: :■ t I he rljscnssLnns. I hest- 
choices, which every author must make, ;if< matters oT judg- 
ment and arc [o some 1 extent arbitrary. 

If anyone fear thal H>" many verses or words arc Left 
Ltndift'usacd, and rh;it disturbing gaps impede she under stand- 
ing, let it be said at least I hat The present volume docs not 
skip front chapter one, verse six to chapter four, verse twelve, 
and then Lt> chapter seven, verse five. True, some minor mai- 
lers are cm it ied. and some things only briefly referred to; hut 
the context is quite .sufficient Ey continuous to follow the 
main argument From beginning to end. 

In par titular. Id «>nc note that the translation is, itself, a 
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sttfi or <■< ■niiiM iiisry- If the meaning of si given Creek word is 

in dispute, snd M the point is not ol gre*3 importance, ibe 
translation will Show the present writers choice. However, 
even when the discussion is lengthy, the transition must he 
taken as part i>l i b® commentary mad compared with alt the 
other translations cite reader can obtain. 

Phene is another: area of personal choice— one (hat lends 
itself to expansion mthtrt than, com faction. It has to do with 
^iiu;.,' iLjir-. Some previous roremeniMPra, whose books are 
often difficult |o find, have made unusually valuable conti i- 
buttons ; i ■ certain points and deserve to be quoted. Nut only 
do they deserve the honor: the reader deserves i tic .instance. 
No piescnt-dav author cm possibly be o»e hundred percent 
original. Anything even ninety percent original would have to 
be inovdiiily !>,td- However, bow much good ntafc j hd should 
he quitted can only be ihe author's choice. 

So hi uch feu rhr method of construction lobe 

I'vvo other remarks will conclude the preparation tor thi? 
study. The first has. to do with the character of the epistle. 

Everyone knows (is it tun so?) that Paulis First Epistle to 
tlu- Corinthians is noc a doc uma I epistle as :s Romans,, but 
that u centers Us ittumiion on practical cqjbgjrt^g.atioiral trou- 
IjIcs in (. ninth. \: irly t-vc i \ one knows nr believes that Paul's 
instructions must he of some help to disturbed congregations 
today. Though American churches of the twentieth century 
do not face precisely the same problems, for here no one is 
touch v about eating hamburger that Ires been offered. n> 
idols, the principles- Paul expounded In resolving that ancient 
matter of contention ire sisll applicable, Indeed, (he ,L im- 
pending distress " that Paul mentions in chapter do en ! e;as 
been and is, in ihi$ twentieth century, an ;UI too real predfea- 
ifwii in some countries, md eantios be considered inipuidble 
in the near future even in America. Consequently, Paul 'sad- 
vice <«i h.jw to avoid unite* cssary misery m limes of persttw- 
4 icm is pertinent now. 

The reader will soon note, however, Lhat Paul solves his 
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practical problems on tlreologh T principles;. This is why his 
words arc applicable today. Had In- usrd an ad hat' proce- 
dure, his advice would have gene out ol date ceitnjrfes ago, 
Since he buses bis instruct ioii on universal propositions, anil 
duiiteh i;-u-.iii d pfop^iliyns ill thaL, it ttewr grows oki or 
becomes useless. 

An isr:? hot, or even a systematic msndnetiiin&l ethics can 
nevejr be Christian. Christian practice rht- practice ul Chris- 
tian doctrine, PhiSitfophia Bi&u Abtimiefes, in the w.ty chap- 
ter two explains. For this reason, many so-called devotional 
books, thin not merely in tpiamtty but in quality a-*, -well, if 
they are of use ro lIic very immature; babes in Cftrist. ,try ik? 
longer ol much use to ibt otii'cers who musi beat ibe re- 
sponsibility of administering a congregation, They arc of even 
test, use to (hose who must teach prospective officers; 

■J here arc degrees of maturity among Christ tans. Different 
types of books are needed. Speaking reverently, sortie things 
God has said are relatively unimportant; (hat is, relative to 
the task at hand. The genealogies of First Chronicles ar< n-la- 
livdy timmporwiu in studying the major doctrines of revela- 
tion. Paul's teaching on divorce is liil important where no one 
is coiHcinplutJ ng divorce. Of, more obviously, murder is more 
sciiiiUi than |hetf(. the present book is addressed, not in 
professional Scholars, not to ! -ubCs W !io cannot Ciit arty Solid 
food, but to people in the large middle group who are seri- 
ously interested in di\ irtc revelation and in congregational 
problems. 

The second and hud remark concerns the method uf 
studying this bonk. Ibe most imporlurtf advice Let make the 
reading of this com memary profitable 1 ?j Always keep your 
Eiibu- open IkTcui v;>n. To be sure, ihe scriptural words are 
translated, quoted* and sometimes repeated. Fay attention tu 
these translations.. Nevertheless, with all attention to the 
translations, most students are likely r«j Ion 1 Lbeir way every 
so often unless they keep their Bibles o-pcu in front of them, 

The main reason for th s is, iit course, that when the 
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interpretative discussion runs over to the following page, (he 
translation is no tender before [lie reader’s eyes. Another 
reason is that j necessarily detailed explanation of a difficult 
phrase tends Lo distract (he reader from the con Lin nous argu- 
ment, He focuses oil Lite piile needle .md misses the pon- 
demsti- The love of Scripture, however, leads to an exanrinsr 
Isoji of every single- word. Strip .1 non.derosa of i-s needles and 
the glory has departed, Both the tree and the needles arc 
necessary, yet style f on bids a commentary from repeating a 
phrase twelve times on two pages. Because college students 
are so forgetful (3 have fnugliL them for almost fifty years), 
professors sometimes write the main idea on the blackboard. 
Since there is no blackboard, in this situa lion, the advice is, if 
you wish to follow the argument, keep your Bible enpen-, and 
may the Holy kpnii lead you into nil truth. 


1 


I Pauline episltes regut.sdy begin with three particulars 
the signal ore of the writer, the Address Op addressees, and a 
greeting, i irri- Paul all aches to his signature the liik ol pen- 
ile,. I'his is not umisual, but the first word after his name is 
not aposttf' it is wifcdr 

f he introduction above said that this epistle Is a practical 
epistle based on doctrine, Doctrine begins with this sec-mu L 
word. E11 fact, in the first !wo verses. Paul refers to the: doc- 
trine of election four times: { I ) Paul is called. ( 2 ) by the will 
of God, (.5) and addresses those called nut [the chutcll], who 
.lie them. selves called, ( 4 ) and Llic theme carries: on to verse 
nine where again Paul says that the Corinthians were called, 
4 liosen, or elected by Oi ■ rl . Duuhtless there is a .-.lighr diffr r- 
en-ce between the no Lion of election and the idea of -calling, 
God called PstuJ. I n history, (his i at! incurred on the road to 
Damascus, but in eternity, ffjkrtl had decided of chosen to call 
Paul. This eternal choice is named election. The event in 
time, cemSeqLifint upon the divine choice, is the Call, 

Since this idea is mentioned four times in two verses, it is 
a repetition thill should not he Ignored- Compare other epis- 
tles. Romans 1:1 says that Paul is an apostle by the will o! 
God. Galatians 2 ilS USrteS tha I. ii was the good pleasure of 
God r ihe divir'ic imi.i tHe, i ! ; c. [ separated him [l or the apostle- 
ship] from h as birth., .in d called him (or the road to Disnli'is- 
cits] . See also tile other epistles, 

Snsilieaus joins Paul 1:1 sending [his letter to the Corin- 
thians. these Coomh Luis have been sane lifted by Christ ,tnd 
are “called holy," or “called saints'.- 1 * This does noi me.m rhai 
people generally called them SAtnfi, The pagan community 
probably called them ins-rne. Therefore, a better translation 
is, “called, saints 01 with a link iimipre ration "called to hi- 
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saints/' In .in) case, Grid chose them and gave (hem the i id-" 
of saints. [his obviously does not mean llial all [he Corin- 
thians, Ol .!M\ 0! ihi-m. wen- subject ivdv holy in ihv sense of 
no longer siimin The following chapters; reprimand them 
severely for the it sill However, the Corinthian Chris- 

tians were set apart by God; Ik hat! elected them to be hdy; 
they would certainly make progress in thi-. life; and at [he 
predetermined lime, God will make them subjectively and 
perfectly sinless, 

J hi- point is important for die interpretation of oilier 
■* < ■ rscs t It .1 t ost- jiitnll ar ph ; a res. A me ri i : i s of iii r twentieth 
century are iikelv to attach cxErcinely idealistic metmings u> 
the words ftoh- and a tint. There i> .ilso tlie word perfect that 
:i! lo-und later. Tile idealistic misunderstanding of such 
terms will result nil distortions of Paid’s doctrine. One must 
remember due for Paul every Christian is a saint, A perfec i or 
sinless tile is :s-;i more * prerequisite U»r ill In uric I ban .1 
cariotf i -t. Lit ion cere m on y, 

II this epistle in ,\ narrower sense is addressed 10 the 
Coriothiam, duye is ,t wider sense in which it is addressed to 
or applicable to “all who call on the name of the Lord in 
every place." No rtcmbl this, implies that the admoniiioni l<j 
lie ft'Acrt are vaftisible for tv.vhticLll eetuviry Christians too; 
I>ul it is possible l Sun Paul had immediately tn mind, not 
L'veis phicc in the world, but every place in Greece. Jt Coriu- 
ihians Is I, similar In wording, specifies ail bf Greece. How- 
1 ■ ■ Paul thought of it, the contents: of she letter arc norma- 
lise for .ill Christians who face the same si 1 urn unis. 

■1 “I constant!) thank my God concerning you for the 
grace o! GdtS given Jo you by Jesus Christ." 

In the United Suites, some Christians sing, 

Count v^nr mmy bkifbigS 
Name tlteiti .^nr by srtic- . , . 

How many of ns ilumk God for having blessed other people? 

CrmnL your iltfgJtb-iiri 1 ing* 

Arid il iriay iiirpriac ymi 
Whit ihff Ufd hilhdrmc. 


Chapter I 


1 I 

Cod gave 1 he Gdnthiatt; tjijuic by Jesus Chtisl. Of 
course, grace has to he giv*. .. L n merited favor is not .1 pro- 
duct manufactured by man. The' Christ i,uii as- clot bom ol his 
eanhly p.irems, nor of the will of the ilesb, in other words, 
human nature, nkn of his own individual will, but of God- 
Larer in the epistle (he idea L ii free gTtice becomes I he basis of 
some CKhQrEali<jna. '1 hus, tl>c doctrine of grace is a founda- 
tion foi practice, 

1:5-6 Continuing the same sentence: . . i>ce .:•■*. in 1 

respect you were enriched by him in all doctrine Hint all 
knowldje,' ■ . -' There two points m ed discussion; ! ; l the 
translation of the word ipgos, ,md ( £) (he r|)3v kn-OtvlcdlgC . 
If we discover ihc Sense of the verse im point .. li, it will help 
the Lr-tnslaiami of point (l). 

To make progress on l he second point, dne needs ;s Jitik 
knowledge of English, which we all have: then & Greek 1-cx.i- 
cci.n will help even those who know no mure than [he Greek 
alphabet; and finally, the inferences made must be validly 
drawn, F, W. Groshcfde (Ct>iK»CTte!y, Kcrdmam*, IfJooJ 
writes, “ fin- Greek word |^Tic.frs| ii.is . ■ less, intellectual flavor 
I ban the bullish. Knowledge as it is used here irta) he the 
fruit ot intuitisofn, even of .1 mystic feeling At least ii U not 
exclusively ibe result “i research 01 thinking, but is an insigh; 
into things" ip. 28), Now, it can handy be Ehiii ntaincri that 
knpwkdgt- In bullish is 'dw-tyf: (.tried) uucISeetu-Sil; no can !i 

be malulaincd ihar gninh- m Grt^k is less so. lioth languages 
use the term in a variety of ways, In fact, knowledge nut} he 
“Ihs intclfcctual fl than gnosis. The great heresy of the swtnd 
century W'.it but this j n r n o k:< had for its content .1 

more or if vs, and rather more, com plicated scheme of cos- 
mology. Nobody today believes that (hesv eosmologtcal 
theories are uuc; but what arc they if not “fnbclIccLLiaJ*? 

Furthermore, to argue Lhal gnosj'i is less trttdlvctnal be- 
cause "it may be the fruit Of ihluitiion" eaUSCS OHC CO wnuiiit.:) 
uii.ii ' ,| *tntuiliOu’‘ is. Wiihout Commending James McCosh and 
his Intuitions of the Mindi Inn using II only as evidence of 
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English usage, .me notes, that these intuitions are our knowl- 
edge of body, ihatter, spu it, numher. motion, time, space, 
and ;■ Us i of relational concepts; Are these not intellectual:? 
For Kuril, intuitions are lime and space (pure inuii cions), and 
tbii chart, that dog,, the tree here, and the house over there 
(empiikaJ intuitiocis}. Beyond both these school* of philoso- 
phy, and condemned !« both, ;irt those who reject all empiri- 
cal intuitions and assert intellectual intuitions of abstract 
principles. To call something intuitional therefore does not 
deny that il is intellectual. 

As for GrOiherdr's supposition that jfu&tti can mean 
"mysti* feeling,” t.iddcll ntd icon's great lexicon gives no 
such him. Arndt and Gingrich civs, " Although here gnoyis 
and Sophia are alm-osi synonyms, Paul distinguishes between 
l hem in ! Corinthians lUJiH: he places ^Ofif between apiiha- 
(yp*is and pftfph c fc id ( 11; C l. and beside Wisteria I 1-3:2), arid 
ibis invests the icrm with she significance of supematu rd 
mystical knowledge- a meaning the word has in Hellenistic 
Gftt'lt, especially in the mystery Cults. 1 ' fhoug’n this may 
seem -m first glance to support Grosheidc, u actually does 
ur.it. First, ;i rtt ystcr\ is not a '"mystic feeling, TF as the present 
volume points oni elsewhere. It is a secret, and usually quite 
understandable. J urtber. Arndt and Gingrich specifically re- 
fer to lIic “mystery cults”; but these "mysteries” were cither 
eosmologtCAl, or Certain taboo j,, like ::OL eating licans, or 
direct irui s how to behave lire future world. All this is 
iufofmutf&n, not feeling. Finally, i! Gmsheidc contrasts 
F, ihinlsing w with tui "insight into ihings ] !P n is difficult to see 
how insight can n<i or without Thinking. When we say that a 
man has insight into Lite workings of an an loin oh He, or in- 
sight into politics, do we not mean (hat he undefitatidt 
i hern? Whai could he more "inteUecliud”? 

leu- Sew Testament highly recommends knowledge. To 
be sure, tr U not the knowledge of the Gnostics. The knowl- 
edge they depended cut for salvation was- an intricate cos-nio- 
logical C Eicon, ol thirly cuts that conslilu led God’s mind iind 
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produced I hi visible world. It is t:o i moved from anything 
in the Bible, Yet the Contents ot the Dibit- are also intelligible 
propositions:, l-o: :!^s reason, Peter, m his- second epistle, 
chapter one, versa, two ,md three, and at in tenuis to ii>, 
conclusion, can emphasissc knowledge by spying: ‘'Gr,u e be 
multi plied to v i.m :>y knowledge . . . as his divine power has 
endowed us with whatever conduces io life and piety by the 
knowledge of him who called us, 11 Fan! ,dsn, in l.pbenians 
1:17-18, makes five refereuces t: kjtawlcdg* ni two serscs. 
file next chapter ol lilt' present epistle recommends one 
form of knowledge white rejecting another. Though Lhc word 
kiiowiifdge is not •inu of lhc inosi; ifeuucru in Paul's epistles,, 
the sentences he writes art? intcljeiTually comprehensible, 
i hev L'Liim tube knowled c, First Corinthians docs not sped 
out the role of knowledge in the same wav Second Peter 
docs: but contrary lo pietism ;red nto-c. axtge laCa.1 i SHI , there b. 
m> wholesale rejection ot knowledges The -Yew Tesuriteni is 
noi auiidriLellcctcud. 

Virh Ibis ismT ie:,.i!i.dino oi Paul':, meaning, one Can mare 
surely translate the word logos. Some commentators translate 
it as it God's enrich men I consisted of ail "aptitude for 
speech. M However, this notion in the NASV has no basis in 
the tvjtt, Mo suggestion can be found that God made lhc 
Corinthians no; si. Hiding orators, KaUrer, otic must suppose a 
parallelism between logos and gn&sis. God enriched them in 
doctrine and knowledge.- It someone remarks that ihe Corin- 
ihiaflS were no better ,t! r heritage than they were at oratory, 
we max pause to reflet 1 on- the contrast between wftfu seems 
to us an inadequate grasp of theology and ihe utter ignorance 
ljI pagan Sol ic 1 v . yield! surely Got! had enridurd ihemjaHrt :: 
God Etas not enriched us, in this advanced agi\ with n much 
more extensive knowledge, we should pray for mercy ,uid 
ideology. 

6 The sentence cdntiilua: "you were enriched ... in all 
knowledge, in piopuniion as the witness of Christ was Cniy 
firmed in you. . ..'’ Presumably 1 hi S means that Paul and his 
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aids preached Faithfully and bit lit, bit established the iruiK ui 
the mind s ■ ■ f these Corirnhians, This may not explain she foie 
■ ii knowledge quite so hilly .i* El lVm and other passages 
but is tlearh indicates a proportion between in,crc'.v$mg 
knowledge .;md she pleaching of the gospel, the path to 
knowledge is attention to the message. 

7 The stmwnce then g<w on: ", , .sc? that you are riot 
anterior ft-, other churches] in any gifs, eagerly awaiting the 
revelation of our Lord Jesus Chriih" I'h< RS\ and tin- NAS 
Iranslalions nre surely incorrect, when they s.iy the Curin- 
I! ':■■:> lacked :: ■ gilt, The remainder *:A the epistle shows nil 
too death' hew many gifts they lacked. For that m utter. is 
there any church anywhere th-u has received every gift Cod 
can gave? 

] he two versions just rek rred to do not say exucjfy that 
the Corint hums, lacked no gift. In deference to a Greek pre-po- 
sition they vi\ mat riir f orimhians were i h king "in'" no ;.;ih. 
Now, “if* Hack no tilY is an unambiguous phrase. "To be 
lacking m n<i gift” is mu a dear express km. Whai die could it 
mean than 'ho lack no gift”? Hence the Ivnglish preposition 
h.ic no function. Now, if -he NAS and RfSV use poor Cngli-sth 
their Greek is even worse. The object of the- verb lack in 
Greek ii regularly in the genitive;; here the word gift is dative. 
lle-n.ee it is not i ^itt ih.u (hey lack, f he be Her translation 
therefore would be; the Corinthians were not inferior with 
respect to .Lin l;l 1 1 . Hits implies that they werv nol Lb-rim m 
something. 

I hi- verb for kit k means fail behind* to be leu lb# n, t n be 
infn nor i here must l>c s.-aiu- cciinjiarUon- i In- verb is used in 
II Coiii Lillians. I 1:15 and 12:IL. In these insta-nccs, Paul was 
not Inferior. The two verses specify to tefttfi Paul was not 
inferior. but note also that tllk teArtf, the most distinguished 
Lpostles, ii in ihc genitive c.im>. however, .d though the pres- 
ent verso k without any genilive and does not compicLe the 
comparison, the scjim must, and wh.u else could ihc Corisv 
rhianS lie sttpei'iut Oi inferior to. if not other churches. 
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Hence, the translation given.: you are lien inferior to ihc Other 
churches in any gil t. 

R The sentence continues: "'who also will make you cer- 
tain until the end and blameless: in i.he d,iv (if oin Lord JesnS 

Christ, 

In iht- I'cm ;irks on verse two, someone may think that the 
present writer exceeded the proper limitations os cXCgttis. It 
wits istid that although the Corinthians were guilty of mam 
sills, they would certainly increase ill holiness and eventsallv 
become perfectly sinless, 'this idea Cimnol be cXfgcLcd OUt vf 
the text of verse ntw. Nevertheless, (he Idea <>t piTOgfesshc 
sa uc tifrea lion is clear enough here in v l- i sc eight. Ii says that 
Ch-iht will make them still more certain of the truth of the 
doctrine as time goes cm, or He will strengthen them oh to ihc 
end. At (h<- end. at ihc day oi judgment, (hey shall he blame- 
less. The word blameless, itself, presumably dues no? mean 
subjectively sinless, Paul no doubt is thinking of their judicial 
aequitia] on the basis of Chr *i’s imputed merit, hut the 
phrase ‘'establish until thi- end” is definitely .t» asseriicm of 
uninterrupted pcrsever.jiiCL: and, with whatever ups and 
downs, increasing growth in grace. 

This sen mice has been a complicated one -wises four 
t hr tuigh esglu. Paul often wrote complicated sentences, and 
translators who arc enamored of twentieth Cerltury stv It 
break them up. Still it is of some value [O come into con t^ci 
with the actual su Ec of an author, even ii it does not eon 
rnrm to twentieth century Standards. Thus the sentence in Els 
compfcienes-s rcadsi "I constant!) thank my God obtieei'ning 
y Eir.: for (lae gnietj of Cod given t" you by Jesus Giriit be- 
cause in every respect you were enriched by him in df doc- 
trine and knowledge in proportion as the witness oF Christ 
was matk certain i I L vine, so LhaL you ;tn- not infei'ioi in :;i’. 
gift, eagerly awaiting the revelation of our Lord Jesus Chri.it, 
who will strengthen you to the end and make you blame- 
less in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ." 

9 This is the ctirtntaic senleuce that ends lEsc paragraph. 
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'' Faithful is C Skid by whom yon verc tailed La- fellowship with 
His Son Jesus Christ our Lord,' 1 Thus verse nine returns ns u> 
ttiv ides uf divine election that was repeated lour rimr* in the 
first t vv = !■ verses, CJod had called these Corinlhians t-u 4 ! * ‘ t . 
not as spectacularly, bul just ns .effectively as He had 4 few 
years before called Paul, 

1 0- L 7 Summary. Having heard that there are schisms 
among the Corinthians, Paul urges unit*, in doctrine and tli>- 
tl.ums my part in encouraging iheir divisions, 

10 "] in v;i- you. brethren, through the name oF our Lord 
Jems Christ, ih,t: yon nil say cite same thing, and that (here 
be no- schisms among you. but (hat you he joined together in 
the same mind md have the same idea*,” 

ilvis verst st, tie- v-,h.ii (he (allowing verses spell out m 
detail: tlui there were schisms in Corinth. Here Paul begins 
on the practical congl'Cgn; tonal problems discussed in the 
epistle. I 1 1 rst thing in a5i ci (*iil i 1 - 1 li«- m caning of the word 

sc/fi.™. W ithout determ suing what stuh words mean, one c.jii 
ueithei understand tin situation at Corinth nor apply the 
tt ittcdy when needed today; 

fouimmcal leaders in the twentieth century frequently 
castigate “splinter groups rt and, contrary 10 their usual mode 
• ■• :::i:;-.: their opinions, appeal t. . the Bible against schism. 

I’or them, schism is factionalism and organisational disrupt 
non. Orn- libcMil pco fefcor ol religion, whom E know quire 
well, asset is positively in hLs ( lasse s that schism in the New 
E'estameru Ls not a matter of theological differences ol 
opinion, but simply of factions within tin church. 

Not only liberals, but some also that think of themselves 
,u evangelical 5 have the same opiniont- Tot example. ihe paper 
Living Todtn (Scriptuie Press, S.epi-Ocl-Mtny 1972), speaking 
OR this verse, -S.iy s, '^Cliques and iniellcciualism mar The tesci- 
dioin of a church m Pauls time im today."' I'he article con- 
tinues by referring to Cbrinih .is “&U niicliCctuaE :md wicked 
Greek citv."’ All this is mistaken for the most paTt. It is true 
chat there were cliques in the Corinthian church, and n is 
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6 mc rhat Conut h wai ;i wicked city; but neither Corinth nor 
the Christian church in Corinth can be charged or credited 
witli iniclleftiudism. 

Accord Luig to Scrip lore Press, Ch ris Vi choice of the 
Twelve, who were unknown and uneducated, illustrates 
God’s processes. So if door but God's processes are also illus- 
trated by HLs choice of Paul, the most intellectual Jew of his 
day. Scripture Press docs not notice this. Its misunderstand 
ing of Paul is egregious: "he aimed .11 their vvilN. nut, their 
minds. He knew , , . that you cannot argue people mm Chris- 
1&nley.’ 9 

h :-s quite true. <ii course- i; is a blcised truth— that peo- 
ple cannot be argued into Christianity. Neither can they be 
preached into Christianity. Regeneration is the work of the 
Holy Spirit, rmd neither Paul nor any othci emraKdist can 
produce this result, That is not to say that evangelists- should 
not preach or afgue. The Scripture Heists that they must. 
IVhal Paul says about men’s minds or intellect must be care- 
fully noted as wc proceed, il -iber, if s generally, and some so- 
called evangelic ids arc rather far from Pant's position. Lei us 
return to the idea uf schism as facLLon&tism. 

It is quite possible that the Corifrthkns hud begun , or 
were about to begin ihe formation of new organizations. 
Their sins obviously included overt action, and Paul con- 
demned their actions. However, in this Just chapter, ihc sin is 
not so much organi^tionsl activity-only verbal expression is 
specified— as it is matters of Lhcory . principle, doctrine, 
opinion. Schism for Paul is clearly a matter of the intellect : it 
has to do with what one think*. 

Therefore, the remedy is agreement on theology, Paul 
urges them ail to say the same clung. They should alE In 
Joined together in Lhe same mind- Their principles, their ideas 
are to he identical. Contemporary ecumenical leaders quote 
Christ's prayer that they .ill may lie one; btu these leaders 
ittsume that “one" means "one organist! km - M The ecument- 
(j-sis are not so fond of quoting verses on the blood of Christ 
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Llm pUrehtlScd our redemption, but conlfan lit these view s. 
M insists that doctrine is important and thri>lo*ic»] dim* 
gence is sin, Organiza tiorLal union wiifioui theological agree- 
ment was precisely the trouble at Corinth. The remedy is 
intellectual untty- 

EI-T 2 'The [friends] of Chbc have made clear to me, 
my brethren. that there is strife Among you. I mean, each of 
you says, l am of Paul’s [party | . L ni A polios, J of Cephas. E 
of Christ.” 

Eh some way or ochei the Corinthians had divided i 1 1 5 ■: ■ 
fpUr parries. Modern destructive- critics propose an original 
deep sea red divergence between Petrine arid Pauline Chris- 
tianitv . \Vha< later emerald was a compromise dial does not 
represent the Ideas of the real jesuv This critical theory is 
not supported by m M Neu- Testament, Obviously Christ did 
MOI form a party &i Corinth- Paul in I he nestt verses emphat- 
ically denies responsibility. No? is any reason evident l or sup- 
posing that Apollos or Peter iitiibid ihesc divisions, thtla- 
liniTiS indeed describes a confrontation between Peter and 
Paul, bur ihc texl shows : h.-,; ihe iwo agreed in doctrine. Paul 
did not accuse Peter of heresy; he accused him of hypocrisy, 
lienee the New Testament gives 110 hint of 2 theological dis- 
agreement am on 5 the aposiles, 

Vi Ivli happened wets, as is indicated in later chapters, Lti-uL 
sp’ffiC lesser leaders -envied and belittled Faul, They even ques-- 
rio:u-rl his apostlcs-hip. '3 h fV tried to undermine his influence 
,i 1 1 i.i authority. Thus there were four parlies in Corinth. 
However, although some cornnrenUuus nry m discern the 
ihcolttgiul peculiarities of these groups-*— Meyer has Jour 
pages til sroiill print such attempts depend on unsupported 
imagination. 

More unsupported im agination is found In C, Milo Con- 
nick's book (see later on 5:9)., p, 27-5. He Sa>s. "The words ‘1 
belong t" Christ sue probably a gloss- Some pious scribe . , . 
wrote the sentence In the margin of the MS. . . , " tven 
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Connie k s at utrnpc to be modest by using (he word prvbabiy 
Ci 1 onot be accepted because, in order 10 l>f pcobahle, ilu-re 
must be at leiisi a minimum of favorable evidence. Here, 
there is absolutely no evidence. His hypothesis rs e-omplctelv 
unsupported-. 

l!Mf> "1* Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you, «i 
were you bapTi.--.iri into the name of Paul? I give -.hanks I hat I 
baptized none of you except CrispUS ,'irtfl On ins hi that no 
one ean say tliat I bap ti iced into my own name. I also bup- 
tineri the household of Stephen; but Further than this I do 
not know whether! ] b-ipljat ri anyone,” 

In opposition to these divisions. Paul asks, “is Christ 
divided? 1 ’ Paul had baptized very few of ihc Corinthians 5 he 
had not founded the church in bis wn rc,imc. Apollos. may 
have baptized more pc&pfc. The text does not vw . and no 
one knows, Paul n mrteousJy does hoi mention JVec: b< 
Ap olios. He replies only to the personal attack against him- 
self. us becomes clearer in what follows. E, M. Robertson, in 
his commentary on this passage, shows himself to he one: of 
ihosc who attack Paul, for without any evidence at All he 
asserts. "Ap olios appears to have been an interesting charac- 
ter, Paul tried not to he jealous of him, but hp- doesn't quite 
succeed [’■ This English minister attacks Paul, not only with- 
out evidence, but against evidence. He pays n<i attauiion to 
what Paul savs ol Apollos In rite last chapter of the epistle, 
which we shall arrive at in good lime, 

17 "Rif Christ did n-01 send me [sfrirf: make me an 
apostle; one sent] eo baptize but to evangelize, not by wis- 
dom of word, lest the cros-s of Christ should have been made 
useless. " 

Paul condemns those who claim him as the head of [he 
Church. Sometimes one's triends are mote cmbjiTiSsiiig LhaFi 
one’s enemies. PaulY eondemsiArinn also Has implications for 
other parties as well; hut there is more force to hb argument 
by speaking of himself, and his point can he made dearer by 
the fact that he baptized so few people. This iuat Lent ion to 
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baptism proves that Jit is not responsible For these divisions. 
Should ;;?] apostle have been more ole rested in the sacra- 
ment? Well, he was busy wAngtH-eing. He was not needed For 
baptizing.. Sprneone else could do that as wd! as be, and 
while he may not have avoided baptising consciously in order 
ro prerctu divhfoni, the event protected his repi.ua non and 
enforced e L i^- Oospd at ihe- same rime. 

Evangeliizalton proceeded "not by wisdom of word.’ 1 
Does "wisdom of word" mean polished rhetomv! style? If 
so, one might indeed hold that il'aul was jealous of A polios. 
However much logo*, can meym wftef is pricked, -a sermon, 
it is a poor word for the activity of preaching: and in any 
case wtsdiwi is an almost impossible term to designate *tylis- 
dc polish. To find jealousy here is to echo the Corinthian 
slander apunSt PauL 

What then does the phraw “wisdom of word” mean? In 
U5, the Greek logos was translated doctrine, should we here 
also so- translate it and conclude lhat God did not send Paul 
co preach doctrine? However! Paul nowhere disparages doc- 
trine, lotfoj can al so mean a formula. Perhaps then the verse 
means, "’Not by the wisdom of a baptismal formula. but hy 
the doctrine of the Atonement ” this interpretation connects 
nicely with Lhe preceding references to baptism. One m ]&ht 
even suppose that -some oF the theological divergencies allud- 
ed to in verse ten had to do with this sacrament, but there is 
nothing an the text to necessitate such an interpretation. 

The best solution to this puzzle is to turn From the pre- 
vious vtliCS j,md lake the phrase as an anticipation of the 
section on wisdom that now follows, 

1&-25 Summary: Secular science never brought anyone 
to God- God regards it as foolishness and will destroy it. 
Divine wisdom centers in the due trine of the Atonement. 

IS "For the word of the cross, , . Here, again, is the 
Greek logos. If it can barely mean ■‘cleverness of speech " in 
the previous verse, ii can mean nothing else here hut the 
doctrine of the Atonement. Paul docs not object to doctrine, 
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i r guinea i, or rheuiogy; he ^uotislv olijccls to some teach- 
ings, certain arguments, and other Systems of theology. 

“For the word of the cross is immense to those who 
perish, but Lo us who are saved it is ihe power of God.’ 1 

One should not Fail to see Lnai this statement contains 
two elements;. The devout Christian loves u:> Speak of ihe 
Word ul 1 1 1 e ; and indeed. New Testament theology brings life. 
However, there is also the or her and darker side. The Word of 
ihe truss not only brings life to StxmCJ il bring-; death to 
others. So Paul says in II Corinthians 2 : t C> r 1 iyt i ihe GuSpct is 
also a smell of death unto death to ihe lost. 

‘I he words perish and saved are present p;n dciples, There- 
fore. the RliV and NAS translate them "to iho$e who are 
perishing and io us who cut being saved,” Nov--, it is perfectly 
proper to refer to ji pi lices- it being saved ic is called s; :u li- 
beration; and no doubt in some srnie there is also ,i process oF 
being Icjst, but the emphasis on :t process from the past to the 
FiltufC is not a necessary Conclusion from present passive 
participles, fhey can as well indicate a present state. For 
example, in the active voice, "3 save a dog from death”; in 
the passive voice, "the dog is Jived,” My rescue of lhe it 
a process; but ihe passive sentence describes ihe present state 
of Lhe dog. In ihe text, ii is not only grammatically possible, 
but ii also makes better sense tp take ihe participle as de- 
scribing a state. Luke I '5; 23 and Acts £:\7, the NAS nor with- 
Standing, do not refer n» a process from not bring saved, ro 
being half-saved, and finally being fully Saved, The latter 
veree particularly, even with its present piniifiple, means. lb.it 
certain people were added to rhe church upon having been 
saved. When the perishing are also mentioned, as in the text, 
one Cannot biblically' regard them as pfO#Tdi&Jttg from eio( 
bring lost, to being half- Lost. and finally totally lost, before 
regeneration, they i.« not engaged in any relevant process! 
they arc in the state of death. 

Since these people arc dead in sin, ihcy regard the Gospel 
as nun sense. 
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19 TTk- previous vtrse ecmtmu (he opinion of the un 
regenerate that [hr Gospel is nonsense with wbai the Chris- 
tian knows to be el-tic. that it is the power of God„ as Romans 
! : L 6 also say's, hi the p ffitm epistle. Fay' defends his state- 
ment sin Ilia l>y giving 1: l<> a$ his reason i "For i« H written, 
1 shall destroy the wisdom of the wise and I shaJI set aside the 
intdEigente of ihe intelligent." The Old Testament establishes 
the point, Fanil ha-j quoted from Isaiah Z&:)4. fsaiiih of 
course was referring to false prophets and unbeliev lug jews, 
Faul also applies the quotation (o the Jews in I ■'.‘22, fcm i he 
extends it to the Gentiles in 1:23. Verse 2l applies to both 
Jews aud Gentiles. 

2Q “Where is tile wise man? Where is the scribe? Where 
is the cooperative investigator of ilsis world? Has not God 
made uonja+nse of the world '? wisdom?” 

[nasmueh as the exponents of nondoc trinai and anli- 
intelleetual Christianity (if one one must call it Christianity) 
sometimes appeal to this section, it is pertinent to point out 
that Paul docs- not disparage doctrine and wisdom. He attacks 
thi^-yvorldly wisdom. Secular education is his target. The 
reason follows. 

21 "Fur since in [he: wisdom of God she?- world by its 
wisdom did rtOl know God, God decided to save believers by the 
nonsense o( rhe Gospel," 

Note that God foreordained pagan philosophy and Jewish 
apostasy for the purpose of blinding their eyes and hardening 
their hearts. The course of secular culture wj? no haphazard 
flevdopnjcnt. It was by (he wisdom of God in controlling 
history thiit Lin. Pharisees. tlit .Sadducecs, and the Greek phi- 
losophers could not know God. By this same divine wisdom , 
G-ort ordained the salvation of the elect to he accomplished 
by the preaching of a doctrine ihc norrdect call nonsense. 

22 “Whereas the jews ask for sigm and ihe Greeks seek 
wisdom. , . .“ 

When Paul speaks of the Jews as asking for signs, he may 
have had in mind something more pertinent than Gideon’s 
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ilc-efL" and other Old Testament incidents. One may Suppose 
that Christ's; miracles had lost all value in their eyes because 
Jesus had been crucified. They therefore ask For new signs. 
Well, the apostles showed them signs. Paul can hardly mean 
to disparage the apostolic mirjcb. Similarly, he may not 
have Condemned the Greek desire for wisdom. The trouble 
was that as the Greeks did not succeed in achieving divine 
wisdom, so too the Jewish preference for signs was futile. 
Remember that Father Abraham told the rich man in hell, 
when he asked that Lazarus be sent (a warn his brothers. "’ll 
they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be 
persuaded, though one rose from the dead ” 

There iis another minor puzzle in these verses: why should 
Paul speak so much about wisdom u> the Corinthians -and in 
the first Century, loo? Both time and place contribute to the 
puzzle. The great philosophic achievements of Greece hail 
taken place three hundred years previously, nor in Corinth, 
but in Athens. Even Mcgara showed more love oT wisdom 
than Corinth, Corinth was a business dty with no pretence of 
education. 'lhi$ puzzle can be somewhat dissipated by recall- 
ing the phrase in 1:2, “in every place," Paul was addressing 
others in addition to the citizens ol Corinth, usd as for the 
golden age of Greece being three hundred years past, there 
were ‘.till some tpigoni who lamely tried to preserve (he 
tradition. 

23-24 ". . , we on [he other hand pro:.! aim Christ cruci- 
fied. a scandal to Jews-, non sc use to Gentiles, BiU to ihc elect 
themselves, both Jews and Greeks, [we proclaim] Christ the 
power of God and (he wisdom of God.” 

Although ihc usual translation of ihy ttrsr loin word:- in 
verse 24 is "liut to them who .in- called," the English phrase 
does riot seem to pu-sew the intensive svnsr of the Gnw k 
pnOTBOUtl, Goodwin's Grccfi Girfltfflffljar, §5®. says of lire pr£>- 
nr>Li]t. aitfo^ "hi all its cases at may 1 k i jh intensive acgEciriv 
pronoun, himself, . . . [hem-selves. (Hike ipse}." Goodwin gives 
examples, not only in tlie nominative, but also in (he dative 
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plur..!. thus a phrase par.iilel lo our text: “ep* allots tots, 
mgiafots, on the very coasEs^' This intensive s<>bs( height yns 
tilt" contrast between the fleet anti the nonelecs Jews and 
Greek- 1 -, It is the elect, themveKcs, as toner as «d with those 
whom God did not call, who lind Christ to l>e the power of 
God and Lhc wisdom of God. 

Wry frequently, the N*w Testament presents doctrinal 
material: in an indirect way, The first chapter of John directly 
and tn some detail teaches the deity of Christ, but while Pay I 
in Romans argues direcily on the doctrine of just il (cation by 
l.-iich , as also in Galatians, it cm probably he said that be 
never argues for the deity of Christ, That Christ is God is 
always or usually presupposed, Here, ihe phrase ''the power 
o! God and the wisdom of God 11 is used in direct opposition 
to secular opinion and Jewish prejudice. Indirectly, it as- 
sumes die deity of Christ, Who but God, Himself, could pos- 
sibly be G i .(l ’$ own wisdonr and power? 

2i> “Because . , , Here: is the reason, perhaps not for 
the preceding verse all by itself, but for the line oT thought 
from l:: i S on, “Because the iiitmseusc of God [God’s moronic 
Stupidity] ;S wiser than men, and Cud ’s weakness, is stronger 
than men.’’ 1 

26-31 Summary: God chose weak and foolish things for 
the purpose of put ling the world to shame so that no oih- 
C Child gJu-ry before Mini, 

26 Without a major break hi rhe subject matter, the 
following verses are paragraph to complete ihe argument, 

I he first verb may he taken as indicative or imperative, Tl 
indicative, 1:26 is a simple statement of a reason; if impera- 
tive, a hortatory nuance is added. "'For you see your election, 
brethren, ihai. . , r “ flcre again if. tht- doctrine of election. 
The Corinthians ran took around and see that in general God 
called ‘"not many w;i- according lO the Iksh, noi many pow- 
erful, riot miUiy itob If. 11 It is Important Eo note that God does 
not cal! everybody. 

27 Since the previous verse speaks of wise men, power* 
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fill men, anti men of noble birth, emu- would expect Paul to 
Continue, "hue God chore the morons ol ilit- world to p-ui 
die wise to shame 11 This seems all the more likely because 
if to wise is also masculine. As a matter of fact, however, Paul 
does not write “moronte people,” but “moronic things,™ so 
that the accurate translation is the familiar one, "but God 
chose the foolish things ijl the world m order to shame die 
wisp [ mayCJutiiie plutalj , and God chose Irii wvnk thiiigs of 
the world in order to shame the strobe | things: neuter 
plural |. ” 

Just why Paul uses neuter nouns here instead of mascu- 
line is hard to -say. The difficulty increases in the following, 
verse. 

SS Here, the neuters continue, and in fact then.* are no 
more masculines: “And God chose the ignoble | things] of 
the world and the despised [things], nonexistent things, lit 
order to destroy (abolish, nullify] :h* Things that exist- ” 

Yet, just as the masculine "well bom” fow^e mis'll has to 
refer to human beings, what can “ignoble,” without a 
distinguished family, of no kind, or race, even though neuter, 
refer to except human beings? 

Possibly the best suggestion is that the neuter has a more 
general connotation than The masculine. Particularly in the 
case of ignoble and despised, mi Furbish sjwiking Christian 
would normally ore mastuSitiei- Jesus chose Galileans whom 
ihi: Pharisees despised, Vet rile next phrase shows how de- 
liberately Paul chose neuters: “things that do not exist. " 

This phrase may be in apposition EO the ignoble ami 
despised., or it may be the liisi additional hem of Lhe list. In 
the in tv re st of oeuter generality, it seems better to take is as 
apposition. The Galileans and the Corinthian Christians arc of 
such a low class that in (he eyes e-f high society, ihey just do 
not exist, 

2*3 The compile. i, ted sentence, bc^ui it 1 :2b concludes 
here with (hi; main purpose clause: ”3:1 order that no flesh 
should boast before God,” J ha- reason God did not elect and 
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ds-d not call many people of worldly importance, hot mainly 
icslrtc' fed hns rati I to peasants, business: men, and low born, 
was to hum UK mail kind, <uid as the next two, the: last two 
verses of (lie chapter say, to exalt the grace ol God and the 
work oj Chris t . 

30 L "Oi him," of God. m>( of yourselves, “you arc in 
Christ Jesus., . .” Jl is not because of any decision of ours 
that v-.c arc Christians. We are regenerate because of Goa's 
electing choice, See the; comments oil verses utic, four, and 
nine, 

“...who became," The .NAS ha.- the liest (omsbtion. 
Btxami' is hardly i; mode, .is Inc Kj h:ts it ; nor euffj as 

in i hi- ,\HV; n«r w»fif in the RSV; but become. The verb is a 
fate Doric form. 

. . became wisdom for us fiuni God. , , ," Of course, 
Chris! is iht- eternal wisdom ol find: Me never became such. 
Iml He became wisdom for or to us. in time, by fits atoning 

V.Ol k- 

N'citv, io |>c-t the verst- in iis entirety: "Of him you art m 
Christ Jesus, who became wisdom for us from God, holh 
i iitbtcoosracss and holiness anti redemption,” 

Ik relationship among these things that Christ became 
to us :s not quite ek-ar, The first difficulty is the number of 
items. Arc there four: 1 Or are there only three; wisdom, righ- 
teousness ,md holiness, considered as one, and redemption? 
To answer this, an other question must be asked. by ngh- 
te&i omen does Pawl mean subjective ethical activity, in which 
case it would 1 >l- identical 10 holiness,, or docs Paul mean the 
perfect righteousness nf Christ imputed to us, in which .ea&e 
righteousness and holiness would be separate items? A ihiirt 
question jj. itow dues redemption In into either nl these 
possibilities? Iht: Greek conjunction may throw sonic tight, 
on this. Wii-dom is the first on the list,, then the double con 
junction te ktii indicates that righteousness and holiness are 
more closely connected rh:ui they would he with the simple 
conjunction kai. However, since - r < kai ran join opposite con- 
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i tpls. ‘.'1 connected chough Hiftritni CONCCpt# lifcb, ;j: I , 
gifts Lind sit, ii: vex; Acts : I . to do and to ten, h ; Acts A: 12, 
men and wimwn: :ind just above 1:24, jews and Greek the 
grammar does not require righteousness .til if holiness to be 
synonymous. There is a distinct possibility that Paul means 
imfHflctt 'tighte&vinrH'! and subjective holiness, 

111 is irktcfpi rim ion is- thufo uglily Pauline, but it still 
{eaves unsolved the order of the torn kerns. Redemption, it it 
refers io Gh rUt's sacrifice on th< cross, as nij&hi be inferred 
fmm J : fi 7 - i 3., should precede imputed righteousness and 
subjective holiness. Of course, wisdom is appropriately first, 
since none of the others would have occurred unless God had 
decided that it was wise Lo pm such a plan into effvt t. U :ch 
this in mind, it is possible to tinders Land the last three items 
.j?. examples <»1 God's v-n&dom. This tits. the order of tonjtmc 
lions very well: Christ became wisdom to us, namely, righ- 
teousness, holiness, redemption, ail three. I he grammatical 
point is that fe km can be used with cl i ice items; 

Niisiv, finally, there is ,c reasonable explanation why re- 
dempciolh can stand Last, Remember that redemption was ilot 
actually completed cm the cross. To be redeemed is to be 
Tcdcemed both from the penalty luhI rhe power oE siu (cf. 
Eph. 1:14 and 4:^i>; especially Thus 2rl l ; and perhaps Heh. 
9:121, Hence the completion of redemption can he the future 
cSi m;:u^ of this Tist. 

ftl Continuing the sentence aiUl fiohCluding the Chaptef: 
"'hat is it is written, Let him who boasts, bn.-si in the Lord-'" 
1 wo verses above there were two purpose clauses: God select- 
ed nonexistent things <tfd<r so tksuoy the cfiisttnt things, 
r>r ordvr that no flesh should biv;v. Man has no cause tor 
boasting about his accomplishments;, foi u is of God chitL we 
-in; in Christ, This pusyose is now repealed m rinse the chap- 
ter. The express ion. however, is -i condensed quotation from 
Jeremiah 9:24, and Paul retains it in its imperative form: 
"Let him who boasts, boast in Lhe Lord 
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l b Summary; En his ministry to ihe Corinthians, Paul 
repudiates worldry wisdom and preaches Chris? crucified in 
order that Lhi'ir frith should be based on the pow of God. 

I "Wlren 3 came 10 you, brclboren, 3 did no! come with 
excellence <>J speech ov wisdom, procS^lmiaig ihc mystery of 
Cod." 

Although tin.- word logos was translated as doctrine in 
. hsplcr one. lire verb proclaim may seem to make sptzach the 
better translation here, Yrt the phrase hardly means excel- 
lence ol literary style. The words wisdom anti mystery point 
10 tin: contents oi" the message rather than lo its form. The 
contents were not some bright new ideas that would develop 
common Corinthian opinion to an ex. citing level ol‘ excel- 
lence. J lie contents were the mysteries of God- 

Piiul proclaimed either the mystery or the Wsiun oAy of 
God. Tin: Two Greek words have several letters alike. Afysr-rry 
is the i»or<- undent reading; counts ihe ftre«ier 

number of MSS. Even if one adopts the latter reading, iht- 
Ikl that tin: best MSS have mystery shows that in the Greek 
mind a mystery ss not something "mysterious 11 In the com- 
mon i m:lish sense. In English, the word mystery is often 
n wd 10 designate something quite nnimHJigihk. And not 
something merely unknown. ] Ho not know whether it will 
rain tomorrow or not; but rain is no mystery. In the New 
Testament, however, rain or .my future event is a mystery. 
In: (he Corinthians, when Paul first Came 10 them, the < mci- 
fixiou of Christ was a mystery because they had not heard of 
it, El-Cre it a case where ixsysfery refers lo a past event, li wav 
this ji Lit i. event that Eagl proclaimed. Or, perhaps more- accu- 
rately. Hie mystery was the doctrine of the Atonement. wid 
not die hare fact that Christ had died- Eater on in this epistle, 
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15. 'll. t^HLLt tells the CorinthiAflS another mystery: "we shall 
not ill die." This is no uniiueliigtbk- jargon. It is a plain 
Statement of lac?. The outride world may not l>eltcvc Lbal i* 
is true; but they have no dElficuJty understanding its mean- 
ing. In this second chapter, the mystery is clcfrfh s-t:iu-il in 
the next verse; the ntc -lersfe oF the cross. 

2-3 "J decided to know nothing :t#bug y«u except j esus 
Chris L anti him Crucified. And ill. weakness anti hi much trem- 
bling 1 came to yon- , , Z" 

In preaching ihe Atonement so s-rngfe-hL-artedlv, Paul was 
not without personal troubles. He had physical infirmaries 
and Wits no doubt often weak, Perhaps, however, the weak 
ness he had in mind was the: human inability, mainly spiri- 
tual, to accomplish the task iri evangelisation. Yet since he 
knew God had called him. lie might well have been bold. 
What then about fear? Was he afraid of sinning or nil prison- 
men t? Previous hardships had not deterred him. Was lie afraid 
of being unsuccessful? So .lUo cicmhling, Hie next two verses 
with their references Lo preaching, the wisdom of men, and 
the power of God, require us to understand the posts! ing 
vfcrrds as expressions of humiliry. 

4 “and my message and my preaching, , . .” The N.Vi 
wisely translates logos as message. Here the message preached 
and the action of preaching are each mentioned. Since the 
second term in explicit, Lite firsr should he regarded as the 
message. 

"My message and my preaching were not" with £iUl< ing 
words of man s wrilom ! K ] ) or, in p&tsuasive words of weh- 
dom (-NAS], or ibc sm possible attempts of Phillips and tltf 
NEB. The sense of the verse \» so dear as to need no com- 
ment; hu? the- textual problem is afeoUt the worst in all the 
New Testament. 

Excursus 

Since l his book has been prepared for those who study 
alone onrl fur arturi Bible classes, rather than for seminary 
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« u<Um cs wiih competent professors, this vt« fc an excellent 
pt liiii of dep:ii ht re for a very elementary ettpki tint cion fA cex- 
' ll.i ! cHdcis-m, Anyone who is uninterested e Art skip aver it 10 
the resumption of the commentary. 

lc; ^ r<ti-s ll ■ £> I fi>, j. year and a hall' before I ai ther posted his 
Lheses and began the Reformation. Erasmus, j scholar who 
Later attacked Luther, edited .md was the first ro publish the 
Greek New le stamen*. A much more carefully prepared edi- 
tion had been printed two years earlier, but somehow was 
not distributed, l/pon teaming of (his in April 1515. Erasmus 
saw i chance to he first and worked so rap idly rlhiici he lIil- 
ishetl his edition by March 1516, The better edition did not 
appear umi I 1 520, 

Main rally such speed is poor scholarship. Furlhermoa t, 
«3 though there rxtsi seven] thousand New Testament MSS 
(depending on how many fragmentary copies one counts), 
Erasmu- used only a very few chat happened to be at hand. 
They were all cursives. A cursive is one written in ordinal v 
flowing handwriting, 35 distinct from lh.c more carefully pre- 
pared un-cials, done by hand of course, bui in ‘■printed'" capi- 
tal letters. 

hi the case of the Apocalypse At least, Erasmus had only 
one MS, and it iaetcri the final six. verses. So he completed 
his New Testament by translating the La Liu Vulgate hack into 
Creek. It i> not surprising that some of his words arc not to 
he ' ooud in any MS. hi spite of m serious defects, the serontl 
edition, not greatly corrected. became ihe baris for the TV ic- 
tus Ri'Ceptuf, or Received Text, which continued to be Lhc 
Standard Lext until the end of the nineteenth century. 

So much to i she early history. Now for the methods of 

textual criticism. 

If several scribes- at different times copy & single MS, and 
even more So if they cop} different MSS of the same work, 
they will m ake a number of mistakes. They spell some words 
incorrectly : they may misread what they are copying; they 
may imerl u ihelr writings marginal note’, they may trans- 
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pose words; or various things. Of course , the large majority of 
thy words in .ill copies will be identical; and where ihey aU 
agree, one may be reasonably confident that such iff the origi- 
nal text. Nevertheless , there will be numerous variant read- 
ings, though it unity seem at lirst s: range to die uninitiated, 
the more variants there are, tile more nearly certain can one 
be Thai the text is original. If there were only one MS, and 
hence no variants, as was the case with Erasmus and the 
Apocalypse, there would be no possibility of as-certatni ng rhe 
original. There would be no met hoc! by which to discover 
where [he Scribe bad made 4 mistake,. Hence, Erasmus’ text 
of thy last book is worthless, When there arc variants among 
the longer parrs rhai agree, one sees where ihe mistakes or - 
rutted, and in many instances can easily Lei I which variant is 
correct, 

Without specific examples, without a knowledge of ihe 
exact details, a person upon first hearing that there are cur- 
iam readings might jump to the conclusion that the whole is 
untrustworthy. This is too great a jump. The follow hyg exum- 
pl.es, all from J’irsii Corinthians, wii! snake this clear. 

In E Corinthians 1:1, Lhc word Cuffed (ktetos) is missing in 
three und&J* a fact hardily worth tnerutoning. 

In I Corinthians 1:4, there are three readings For the 
phrase, ,u 3 thank my Cod. " TheGi dJOtt, God of me, is found 
in a. correction inserted in Alcph, a very important uncial of 
the fourth century, in A, .mother important uncial of the 
filth century, C. 0, G. E. V, other less valuable uncials, and a 
long list of cursives. Thee i hitVldn, God of as, oceans in on? 
cursive* and is therefore insignificant, Tfrnoi alone, without 
the ftiQii. is fotmd ii- the original ■ I f Alcph and in B, another 
very important uncial of the fourth century- Despite the fact 
that the combination ol Aleph and 11 makes an important 
witness, these two ate not enough to set aside the contrary 
evidence. 'I'hc best text will therefore be, “1 thank ruy God.” 

To lie noted, in addition to the mature of the evidence, is 
the feet that here and very frequently (he variant readings, all 
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mean much ihc same tiling. SontrlimcS) .ibouL once in a (bou- 
iind words, one leading is sjjgnaficandy different in meaning, 
from Another, hut ai other times the difference is merely i 
matter of spelling or the order of the words- Some MSS may 
have J c'sns Christ and others Christ Jesus. Or, as in I :f{. rtcarlx 
.til MSS have “our Lord Jesus Christ,'' while a very early 
papyrus omits Lite wisrd “Christ.” The same papyrus in 1:13 
has “Christ is not divided, ri he?” That is. p 46, two cursives, 
>iid an eleventh century dictionary insert dee negative' me, 

while *11 the other MSS omit it. Uninformed tin believers may 
ignorantly assert Lhat We ran have n-0 notion what the apos- 
tles said; but IcxLuitl criticism refutes ,my such wild, specula- 
tion. Kven when there: is a difference in meaning, irs location 
is exact Is known. [( is noL as if a cloud of doubr hovered over 
the entire text. On the contrary, whatever doubt iuutch.es to 
.'! few scattered verses, the other verses are nos affected 

N'tnv, cute or two more examples. In i:L4, the original 
ALeph And B have "I give thanks”; a (hard converiem in 
Atcph, live lesser uncials, anti many cursives have. “I give 
ill. inks to God”, and Some inferior cursives have, “I give 
thanks to my God/' 

In 1:2-6 p 46, |he original ASeph. A, and some other 
uncials have tit ftfc drttfl (lhinii;s that do itot exist), while the 

third correction in Aleph, Ji, some cdrreeiions in uncials, and 

m.ii: v cursives have km In me on ta fend things that do not 
exist ). 

There are a few other variant* ill chapter one, but they 
ate too in sign! fit am to mention. 

In chapter [WO, The variant mystery versus testimony has 
already been mentioned; and then comes the verse from 
vr! licit this discussion took off. It is study one oi’ the worst 
textual difficulties in -ill the New Testament, and therefore it 
is worth the tedium of going through it once. 

Fdthoif tophidi fogois [persu^iw of wisdom words), al- 
though (he original Aieph has logos (singular nontinJUive in- 
stead of dative plural) and I) j;r (the Creek lest of a bilingual 
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MS where it differ* hum tile version | has frithaif t is the 
reading of Afeph, B, the shird correction in D and some 
cursive*, 

Pcithois sophias hat logois is. round in one cursive. 

Peithois ant-hropmes s ophies logois is found in the third 
correction oi A I l pll . four uncials, except llui two of them 
read pa koh. i id a number of cursives. . i at hr opines mcarn 
Aunum. 

Pcithos sophias antJir&pine logois, peishoi S&pkiat logon 
anthrOpOU, pc; r hoi sop kins logois. pat hot fOpAivi logOn, 
pmithoii saphitu, peithoi sophias, pc it hoi logo n , .nid pciihm 
logon, fopltmi are other variants. I his mukci over :i dwn 
variants: In all. 

the problem is bother complicated by the fad that the 
word pathos mom.) occurs nowhere else iri .ill Greek litera- 
ture; a hough here pet t hois as well a* sophias eatmut be doubl- 
ed .is the correct rcxi. .>1 nthrdptnet makes good sense and iis 
belter altesied than some other variants. but when so many 
MSS do not hreve it, n is fat from being certain. The first 
Parian. I mentioned above is presumably the host, hut a here are 
few other passage* in the New i’cslamenc where the evidence 
is so intoncluaivc. Lcib.ssians 2:2 js one of them. Yet. note 
well, in spite of all l be He complication*. the rne-an-iftg remains 
the same. Here end* ihe excursus of icximaI cri deism. 

4 “. , . but by demonstration of Spirit and of power A ihe 
phrase presuniabK contrsists the persuasion that follows secular 
lemoning with the preaching of the Gospel, The former win* a 
few adherents io new views, without much changing their moral 
or religious ideals; the latter led large numbers of lusty bustling 
business men Into a life style all the principles of which, and 
many of (he practices were completely the opposite of their 
pagan society, “so that the Spirit and power gave the proof," 

3 "... In or. dei i3ia;._ ..." ha classical Greek, this con- 

junction, kina. i» strongly purposive. In Koine, the common 
language of the Roman epoch, the meaning had weakened, so 
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that ii sometimes introd«c« a, result clause. Hence one could 
understand (he Wist us, "but by demonstration oF the Spirit 
with the result (hat your lakh should not exist by the wis. 
dom of men, but by the.' power of God." Ncvrrthtkss one 
should never neglect consideration of the original meaning of 
hi tut; and st the sense is good, ii should he preferred. Then 
the verst* would say. "by demonstration of the Spirit;, in or-, 
der that your Faith/ 1 and so Forth. If it is taken as a purpose 
clause, one* mutt ask, whose purpose? Was it Paul’s motive? It 
might be. Paul chose preaching the cross rather than Aiis- 
tat!e‘s argument For lhc existence pf Got l hi o refer that their 
faith should depend On the power of God. Yet there is an- 
other and probably better connotation here. The purpose was 
God's God sent Patti with the message of the cross *h order 
that fa: ch should rest on or exist in divine power, in order 
that no one could boast. The reason for preferring the divine 
motivation is that, although Paul refers to his own preaching, 
that preaching itself w&s by the power oF the Spirit. The main 
point is. that ihc whole is God’s work. The Corinthians were 
made Christians by divine power. 

6-16 Summary: Although Pan! had repudiated worldly 
wisdom, his message was wisdom, nonetheless, but it was :t 
divinely revealed wisdom, incapable of being discovered by 
(religious, scientific, or sensory) experience, Not that the 
human mind is- unable to understand these secrets; God has 
given us the power to understand, and s<- we have the mind 
of Chnsi. 

6 It hud. at this point become imperative to prevent the 
C-orinthians from thinking that the divine message is indeed 
nonsense, foolish ness, irrational, or ‘'paradoxical 1 1 - in the dia- 
lectical 3wc.se. U’hai Paul preached was indeed, wisdom. 

‘'Wisdom, nevertheless, j is what] wc speak among the 

teinoii. " 

Tititi&S is- usually irartslated "perfect"’ -nr "niAlurtf. " IllO 
verse then cmdd mean that Paul gave only die pabulum of the 
Atonement to the [n^him-n id. $;E). while be lectmcd on 
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advanced lEu-ology to the seniors. Thi- uucrpTf-xatloii in no 
way contradicts Paul’s claim tn have declared ihe whole 
counsel ol God. Obviously, an evangelist cannot covet all 
rheology in x week on two, Not docs it mean that there is a 
sharp division between the primary, the secondary, and, the 
advanced lessons, Paul recognizes no Aniiiheiris be twee it .i 
lOfhmenriury ''Kciygma" mild "church doctrine,." There arc, 
however, degrees of underst.i riding among converts, and they 
progress ■ c ir |i by step from freshman to seniors with two (qi 
three) semesters each year, 

1 here ;s another possible interpretation . -i this verse. The 
word im nidi lire might be translated; initkiifd The mystery 
religions had iniiiates: they hart been initiated, in Other 
words, they had been told the secrets. If lhir be the meaning, 
then tmkios moms simply a Christian, a convert, anyone who 
has. heard and has accepted; the mcssage. 

It is unlikely that I'.titl had ihe initiation rices of the 
mystery religions u'ty definitely in mind; yet the suggestion 
has a point to it, if proper qualifications are made. If tekios 
iiuafls "eflnv'fri,” it would follow ihal the advanced lectures 
to seniors would nor be ihe only wisdom, but ch.-i all of 
Paul's preaching would be wisdom. Surely this : s wh&t Paul 
intends. For the doctrine of the Atonement, the only specific 
doctrine mentioned, must he considered . ; s re veiled wisdom. 
and yet it tens not reserved for advanced Christians; ir was 
preached to (he Corinthians before they were Converted. 

Furthermore, the* passage find context does not divide the 
Corinthians into [WU groups- elementary and advanced. In 
fact, when Paul berates the t hunch for its factionalism, he 
berates them aiL Et w,i>. not the recent converts who formed 
Factions while i In* advanced did noli nor vice versa. The con- 
demnation is addressed to the church as a whole. 

It must be admitted rhai teieios and its derivatives, occur- 
ring about forty-seven times io Thy New Testament, d-em rm 
mean perfect or attire in every other instance ; but in this 
instance convert makes rituch better sense. 
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I'iFj l '. , . but ( ii kj , wisdom nc! el' this world noi *>i 
diis world”* fulcra, who are bdftji done away with." 

This pan of the vcrs<- substantiates the interpretation ol 
tfw preceding. The anitihc-si* in not between Wo groups of 
Christians;, tit two levels of the (IhariiHcian m»sa^', hut hc- 
[ ween the Christians and the unbelieving world. 

I hat the worldly powers are passing away does no t mean 
ihtU one Romiui emperor dies; and another succeeds him, but 
rather that Lite predestined course of history will wipe out all 
human government. and Christ will reijin alone. The main 
purpose of this section docs run p'-nuh Haul to expatiate on 
■his idea. Ihe impoiEanr in infer here- is the distinction be- 
tween divine vvisdairi and the fuiili’ gfopingpi ol espeiriente. 

7 “but wv speak God's wisdom in ;i secret. the hidden 
[wisdom], which God, before the world | began], p rede ten 
mined for our glory 

L hr- A al which begins 2: 7 as a strong adversative, It em- 
ph.tM/eS ;l contrast between divine secrets and worldly wis- 
dom. The divine secrets and their revelation to us were fore- 
ordained lor our glory. 

Jt is impossible to read much oT Paul intelligently without 
being Impressed by hi- constant preoccupation with i he doc- 
[fine Cfl foreordmiilion, predeMioaihm, predMcmtinism, and 
divine election. This verst- indicates, first, that God from 
Clcntiu had a plan of history, a plan by which worldly wis 
it. .in would prove useless arid a divine secret would prove 
power I ut. Sect mu!, ihe verse also indicates that God predeter- 
mined the course ol history lor cmr glory . [t is a pjan of 
Salvation, and without any possibility of failure it must sue' 
cced by God’s omnipotent power, The phrase ,+ ro our glory" 
is the climactic e»fjir..isi with "being done away with." 

ft "...which [wisdom} none of ihii worlds rulers 
knew, fo: hind they known they would uOL hive crucified the 
Lord of glory,” 

I in meaning i ■ superficial It clear; if i he Pharisees and 
Pontius I'll, nc had known lire divine secrets that Puu) now 
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preached to the Corinthians, they would have acknowledged 
Jesus as ihe Christ, the Messiah, and would not liave crucified 
Him. Their predestined ignorance, however, was pan of the 
divine plant God could havt- told them the secrets. He could 
have given them faith, if He had wanted to, hut Herod, Fibre, 
the Jews, and the Gentiles were gathered together to do what 
His hand and His counsel previously determined to occur, 

Yei jesus prayed, “Father forgive 1 . 110111 , for they know 
not what they do. " If responsibility is propon tonal to knowl- 
edge, what will the implications be? A person without semi- 
nary training, studying alone, is advised to consider carefully 
whatever in the New Testament bears ort the Conditions of 
responsibility- For which of our actions arc we held account- 
able, for which not, and in what degrees? One should, not 
thoughtlessly jump to conclusions. The problem, however, 
may prove a trifle difficult for a beginner, so let us proceed 
with the commentary. 

■ • f 

9-10 “But ils it is written, what things ihe eye did not 
sec and the car did not hear, and did not enter man’s msnd, 
what things God prepared for those who lOvt him, to its God 
revealed them through the Spirit.” 

Here, by condensing Isaiah 64 l 4 and h 2: IS, Paul enforces 
the distinction between an empirical religion and a religion of 
revelation. One itiusi not suppose that Paul intended a ver- 
batim quotation. Critics sometimes try' to impose intolerable 
stringencies on how by orthodox standards an apostle ought id 
use die Old Testament, but apostles, as welt a* prevent -day 
authors, cfin i.js-" Literary illusions without being properly 
charged with having misquoted their source. Furthermore, 
the Cumenes of the two verses in Isaiah arc not quite the 
same, nor cither of them with the present passage. Neverthe- 
less. Isaiah 64 refers to some iort of salvation nod Isaiah 52 
more clearly refers 10 (he- Atonement. So the contests do not 
eli-jh. The main id-c^ of all three passages. how-wer, is that 
God reveals what man otherwise could never know. 

The word kardian is best Iran slated fititui. Of course, it 
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means heart, and ifum ir English derives [he term cartimc. 
However, in literary English* ike word heart ha-, tfckcn un a 
rwitir and emotional connotation foreign to biblical 
isagp. i; one should 1 i si all the verses in line Bible that con- 
tain either the Hebrew or Greek word, and then try to read 
them, first by using die term emotion, and secondly using the 
term mind i n would be compdhngly clear that the word 
emotion p ;■. ! ! y reduces [he Scripture to nonsense and that 

the second almost always it correct. 

Finally, 2:9 is n.ol a gram ilia licul sentence by il-s.df. One 
expedient is to insert the verb we speak- "Hun we ipeak as it 
is written- |L The u>e speak ■$ a repeat from 2:0-7. This is not 
impossible, though the repeat comes at -m uncomfortable 
distance. A second expedient is to lei 2:9 simply bang in the 
air an ejaculation that needs no verb. However, in view oi 
the fact c I 'i i c Paul writes so many Intricate sc rue iicct, it would 
1 h- normal to punctuate as follow*: Put a semscoSon after 
2:t5, a comma after 2:7, a semi-colon after 2;8, and a comma 
after 2:9, A period after 2:6 is possible, It is even possible, 
though awkward, ro pul a period after 2:8, but 2:9 requires 
2: Id for Lis completion, for Paul wants to insist dial 'To us 
God revealed. what the eye -could not see,” 

H) . , feu ihc Spirit scare lies all limits, even the pro- 

found (truths! of God,” 

Lius verse seems to be: a reason why Cud was able to 
ran cal His secret s; 3 Ec knew them, E he reason docs indeed 
scan superfluous. Does it need slating, that God can icvc&J 
His secrets because He knows them? Furthermore* the verb 
Search (eraund;) is puzzling. Does the Spirit, God Himself, 
nave [ e.i ivareh <fU> and lake trouble to discover these secrets? 
['he idea, of searching occurs aMa in Pstthn 1 39: 1 and Romans 
&:2 7. To escape tin: dilli-culiy, I llod-gc asserts, "3 he word 
does riot es press the process of investigation., but rather its 
results, namely, profound knowledge." However, the word 
indeed expresses a process. For example. Pinder uses the 
phrase LL yo-u will lind by searching" [fleuristf/j ereundn}. ' his 
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ei i ffrcull} . however, can be removed by regarding such pas- 
sages i'ls Anthfespopaihisms. As a bit of evidence lor the per- 
sonality and deity of the Spirit, rhe verse is excellent, but it 
;.::ll seems to re m, mi art unnecessary reason for the preceding. 
Wat U rally God knows El is profound trutlis and naturally He 
can reveal .ts much or as liirk- ,i.s He wishes. 

II Fhe reason why God knows Himseli scons lo he 
Con-tilHud here by niCArais of a human parallel. "For who 
among men knows the (thoughts] of tile man if nol the spirit 
■ : I the man that is in him?" 

J he thought here is difficult. On ihc surface, i: seems 
that Paul is giving rrasodt why Qod tan reveal His seaets. If 
ihi.s were all, amd ix will become clear that this h urn ali, Paul 
would need to say, God c&n reveal Wause lb,: knowj, ns it 
man -.ali veil his thaujjus io another man because be knows 
what lie is thinking. 

The words it tujt, howeve i, me ambiguous. One meaning 
is, even if some oibei people know a man's thoughts, who 
could possibly know is not the man himielt? The man, him- 
self, is in a favored position, and if lie could not discover 1 
what he thinks, no oiic else has u betier possibility- The 
second meaning tran shies if not a.* except: who can know a 
m.m's thought except the man himself no one the could 
possibly dbetwret ilm So fai as Greek gram mar goes, either 
Iranslaticnt {if not or except \ is possible The context must 
decide. Here the context very strongly Asserts rli at no one but 
God can know thuse secrets before they arc revealed. Human 
investigation tan not possibly discover these i ruths. 

J'hi,$ results in damaging ihe parallelism. With i ei : he 
sphere of humanity, L t is- possible sometimes for one man to 
d keener the thoughts of another, ihis ! .liter, so we any, 
"gives himself away"; in other worth. he reveals lii-s i bought 
Unwittingly or cu-n against his will. Therefore, commentators 
wisely sv.in: agains-t pstiiing human illnsl rations beyond the 
intention of [he Author. The idea «»' ah involuntary revelation 
by the omnipotent God is yii impossible idea. Therefore. the 
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parallel is- to he loosely taken, and chr conclusion ii. "bo also 
no one knows the Things of God except the Spirit of God." 

Another reason For caution in interpreting human illustra- 
tions is that here someone might try to conclude ihai God 
Like the man is a Unitarian person and the "'Spirit ' is simply 
the soul of ibis single person. When the main thrust of the 
Scripture as a whole rules out an interpretation, it should, not 
he imposid on, an ilEuiiration. 

The use of human illustration* is not inconsistent with 
the inerrancy of verbal revelation. God not only used the 
com plicated, sentence structure of Paul as well as the simple 
grammar of John, byl He also used His prophets' ordinary 
choice of figures, 'There is a strange prophecy 7 in Jeremiah 
51 ;42, "The sea has Come up over Babylon; she has been 
engulfed with its tumultuous wives; her cities have be- 
come . , , a parched land and a desert, ..." Here sf anywhere 
is a mixed metaphor. However* so long as some people mix 
their metaphors, God can inspire such language, and no one 
but art unimaginative libera! will take it otherwise than as a 
metaphor, 

12 As for US, "We have not received the spirit of the 
world, hut ihc Spirit that [comes] from God. , . 

Hodge interprets the verse So as to restrict Lh-e Subject 
tee to the apo&tks., excluding other Christians, The spirit of 
[lie world he identifies as human reason, which the apostles 
did not use in obtaining their message. However, both these 
points Seem to be incorrect. The plurals of 2:6-7 certainly 
include the apostles, As a matter of fact, rhey could be taken 
as the "editorial wf” to refer to Paul alone. However, since 
Paul uses the singular "I" throughout 2rl-5, the change Id 
she plural can more naturally he understood to Include the 
■other apostles. IT so, why not Apollo* and anyone else who 
was preaching the Gospel? Furthermore, thephrasrs those u/ho 
love him and to take in all Oiristians. Certainly IsuiaEt was 
not restrhtillg his remarks to the prophets atcUH 

As for (he -second siiic* ih<- Spirit ihiat tsUTWs from 
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God is the lhd\ Spirit, the other spin l inii.s3 not he iak.cn as 
something less, than persona] being. Paul means neither 
human reason a* such, not uuTrK the pagan climate of 
opinion. As he dearly asserts iho existence of demons, a Few 
chapters further on, so here he explains ifee png.au cthnuie id 
opinion its (be result of the people 's having received instruc- 
tion from dent on*, The demon}- may not have given them a 
very revelation as the Etniy Spirit gave (he apostles direc-lK 
and ihc Christians indirect Ly, but the demons controlled tin- 
thinking of their worshippers, 

3 2b " — in order that we might knew. the things with 
which God has favored us, ..." 

Meyer supposes ihac these gridous. gifts ate the Future 
Messianic blessings enjoyed now in anticipation, Iln- follow- 
ing verse, if it does not make such an interpretation coni' 
pie: eh impossible, ai least leaves it withou t support. 

13 "which things also we spc:tk. not in didactic words -4 
human wisdom, but i.n didswik [words] ofihc Spirit, -ex- 
plaining spiritual [matters] in spiritual [ words], " 

The gracious ; j i f i of God therefore t oust sis oi word?-, the 
words Paul, himself, had spoken. These words, or better, the 
spsrit uai masters expressed by the words, were taught not by 
hum:ui wisdom, but by llie Spirit. 

Tin- margin, of Lhe NAS tramlines the las; phrase of ihc 
verse, "interpreting spiritual things to spiritual men"; and the 
frequently undepend ah k- RSV has "interpreting spiritual 
truths to Lhose who possess the Spirit," 

'lhe dative adjective pHt'iimatikois is 3 he form used for 
both the masculine and the neuter. By itself, it can mean 
either spiritual persons or spiritual ihinip.. One musi consider 
the context. Mere, the context requires a reference ro words 
t,.i ill cr than n> pet-sons. The previous verse spoke of our 
knowing what gifts God lias .riven us. Ihc pff-selll verse 1 be- 
gins with a rela Live pronoun referring to rhesc: grits: 'AV<- 
announce these gifts." Note next that we do not announce 
these gifts in the dithetii words < dative plural] -if limn, no 
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wisdom,. but ui the did at tic [words] ol the Spirit. Ihe sub 
jeer mailer ii l n'ufds not persons, Therefore, die very next 
word, the dative phnul (pwromaAiAou;) ntjiftl refer lo spiritual 
*vord» and: not spiritual persons. Paul insists strongly on 
verbal revelation, Ritvctalmn by words lk God's blessing upon 
os. 

H "Tht -psytiiii;' mail docs not receive j accept or wftl* 
t onu-J (he | truths] o\ the Spirit ol God. for they ui'-e non- 
sense tt> him, and he cannot know [them | , for l he; im- cvaJ u- 
aled spiritually.' 1, 

fituCHtSiOS is the adjective from psuche, soul. He word 
uv n S it times in the New Testament, (Jiree limes later in 
1 .Gorinihiam 15-44, 4G, and once each in jamc-t 3; 15 and 
Jude ij>. In (Corinthians 1 5. ii simply means natursi: a natu- 
ral -body, made of flesh sn,d bones. The other ins.tajices all 
■carry a morally derogatory cunnul-aUun. i he KJ sen sital is a 
good ItiiFiSlation. 

lin; sensual man James itids devilish {duimoni&disj ■ 
toes not wel' umi truth as a guest in his home. That is. he 
does n<H ur-cepi divine truths as true, He does mu believe 
iht-m, I his does not mean tli.u lie does not understand them. 
College students today, brainwashed by the socialistic public 
schools in in believing ii: the dignity andessenn.il goodness oi 
cvei y Inmnii'i being, uiidmitnd the doctrine ol total deprav- 
icy burly welt. :i it l$ explained hy _i Christian professor; but 
they consider it U> be outrageously false, It is more ridiculous 
than believing the earth is Hat, md so they do mil know a ,:s 
true. ] hey know u well enough. The most accurate answer to 
a cjiiLslion tin [usti [.cation by faith was written in a college 
exam by the one student in ihc das* who most vigorously 
rejected 1 1 . Wliei 'Ik- vi-rar hen- says chat they do not know 
the doctrine, ic means they do not know It as true; and lb£ 

reason i> immediately given: for ii i-. spiritually evaluated. 
The sensual deiuoiuc student cannot properly evaluate what 
he explains so accurately on his quiz paper. Naturally, inch 
pc; sons cannot believe, for as Jesus- said of the Pharisees, 
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"Therefore they could not believe because Evaias said a&dn. 
He hath blinded then eyes and hardened iiu-:i he an; iha: 
Eliey >hould nut sec -•: iheii eyes nor understand with their 
heart, and be- convened, -md l should heal them" John I '!• 

3f£p}. 1 

13 “Joe spiritual man ■ t duau-t .ill things, bui is him sell 
cvaJ uilcd | judged, condemned | by no one." 

By -ipintuai, thy apostle does not mean some aesthetic or 
virmiional person whose head U in the clouds and wht> dis- 
dains careful thought on theological m attend bui one whose 
drinking is controlled by ihe Holy Spuic. Ibis chin king :> 
indeed conn filled, but it ii iftrilferhj’ none the Less, thinking 
ibc didactic words of (hr Spiii?. ,md lictr mainly identified 
with Lhe doctrine oi the Atonement. 

The remainder i>f ih-e ve.fsc is not so easy. V strict logical 
parallel would have required; the .spiritual man evjimcs idl 
dociriites but Do duct true evaluates him. This, however, 
rmtkes poor sense. Therefore ^ no r>ne must be taken as mascu- 
line, evert though st ties troys the logical parallel, Grammal- 
icalty »« one is either masculine oi neuter. Probably, as w !th 
puns jii English, the C re* ss saw an interes-tilLg comparison in 
ihe words themselves. and did. mu re i Sect on tin- gender. The 
parallel is ilierct'ore gram maiic.il or “dedqni^naJ," rather 
than ideal or logical. 

There is also another difficulty, hJidi is ihe point qf say- 
injr Lt Christian is- evaluated by no one? Was not Paul evaluat- 
ing 'he Corine Irian Christians? Lie also my. ■ Lllertl in the fob 
lowing chapters to evaluate each other. Of docs i t mean that 
since only God can set- a mm's heart and know his sincerity, 

I. Ilsi-, i tt£c tr- Tf, J<ihii ,Uh-< r^j' coEitniir ih«- ai-M-rEion lirwt j. tow 

ttnL the leniiul nun cur «ndrr>--i-"5l t)3ilrtfb=i -* ifisn-*. SukIs J,*n .n-..i Jrnw 
knew i Itii (he- Fhaf,«ee( couid *ec .i*ni* with tKriir SitiiiIkIi , if l>;c Hh*risecs 
hid -idc un ■! iIk :i:i-jj. -i^ <it (irisi'i cbico la D^Uy, rh«y >A i>aid i i have 

been i4 nnp. It ii ntri too mucfi lo *3V liill lilt tbfbttl undtruood Oifi-iiN 
fSrum-. f. fitc! ibm jtn; duopic-. diiS. ticum-icr. LJitrc i4 iiWrhtT vTfrtc in whtv-ti !Ur>' 
itii :■ ,s: ui'iHtri'UnrS. E-i-Hiti-11 i.,i 1 Ss- at siv-4 .Li- Lhfir fourth i^cnrsir!? of wo-tw- ''con- 
narf. .Irrni. piesvif'-r i-w be po *i*d ms.'” tli# rJurttcue, is -us umtdT^umft 

'•••nett 'n^ 10 be itoe, not jutl ?o undrntan't H-,r nci»n»n «l lh-r isanEi. 
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no man can judge ary man, believer or not. This may be irue, 
but it reduces the verse to :i relevant triviality. Since ihe next 
vow is lire reason given, perhaps (be rea&m will explain the 

sense. 

1C "Fot who has known the mind of the Lord* [and| 
whp wsLl instfutl him?” 

If. Romans 11:34, the apostle also uses the same idea 
from. Isaiah 40: 1 a, Sjui how is !?: Ei> a reason for 5f : I !>? Shall 
we say, because no one can instruct ihu Lord, therefore no 
one can evaluate a Christian? Surely d) is is a fallacious infer- 
ence; Paul could iicn instruct the Lord, but the herd enabled 
him tojudye individual Christians- ho even delivered one man 
over to Satan for ihe destruction of bi.s flesh , ihaE hie spiru 
might be saved. The last phrase rather Indicates that the < ul- 
pril was in deed a Christian in spite of his sin. and Paul judged 
Kin). Paul VrcuUMl [he other Ct'tfimhitUU to judge him too. 
Hence, Chris Li. ms ran and ought io^d^- Christians. 

Jn L .Lr r , ihis is what the remainder of 2 : LC broadly hints 
at: '“We have the mind of Christ-""' God alone may sec the 
hcaiEK of men, byr si we have ihe mind of Christ, cannot we 
judge or evaluate Christians and n on-Cls ri stilus loo? How 
then is inability to instruct the Lord a reason for [h,r 
prcccdi ng? 

Hie easiest soLution is to take no ew as no unbeliever. 
Un-fonunalcly, Paul does not say this dearly, but ft seems EG 
he what he means because the reason applies; unbelievers do 
not have tin- mind of the Lord and therefore cannot evaluate 
Christiansi 

Even so, there is a I idle unevenness, not only because 
I'.nil did imi explicitly limit the nt> cjh*. but also because ihe 
reason due* not quite seem to lit, A general argument should 
apply equally to ail cases; and il inability to instruct the Lord 
rtuih.es evaluation impossible, the Christian would be debarred 
Irani judging as well as the unbeliever, for neither tan irv 
sinin the Lord, This make* i be vvtse puzsding. 

Charles Hodge tried to clarify Paul’s argument by putting 
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it in the form of u syllogism, as fed lows: “.No one on mstremi. 
r h i ■ l.cu'd. U-V have the mind of Christ. Therefore, no one can 
judge us." E lodge support-, this doubtful syllogism with an 
added though l that would make it cogent* The Christijai* has 
the mind of Christ because he believe* ihe doctrine*. To con- 
demn tile doctrines would be to instruct ilit Lord, which no 
one CALi do. This makes excellent sense and is »o doubL a 
good argument; but it does not quite fit the text. The teitl 
di f> not pm- that tin- pagans cannot judge the (tuclrincst it 
says the pagans eamiul judge the Christians. Ihe end ol verse 
Id i? "h e himself is judged hv 0.0 on#. 1 * 

Perhaps the best way solve rhe puzzle is lo interpret its 
words as saying; No one can judge a Christian snsofuT .■> ne 
has the mind of Co list, although at times his conduct may be 
clearly reprehensible. 

Two other points in this verse are dearer, the first is a 
point the Counthians would not have thought of disputing, 
but which the Ariatis and modem critics do. Note that Pan! 
quotes from an Old Test ament passtigf that Jav> great virtss 
on the lianscestdeiWc oi God. He applies this passage to 
Christ, ihus identifying fc-su/s with Jehovah, The two are the 
siime person. N ■ where does Paul argue for the deity o! 
Ch-risL, as he argues in detail on other nmrers of lessor impor- 
t-iuce; hut he , very where iwsumes that Jesus is Clod. 

There is another point that needs emphasis in our modern 
epoch. The h aid assertion that We have rhf mind ot Chris c js 
ihe refutation oE .ill pictistic, non doctrinal, <irii-< intellectual, 
antithyoki^ical ’'Christianity-’’ It is undoubtedly true that We 
do not have all the mind of Christ and ' li.it wc need more 
instruction, but it is Also indubitably true that the docinncs 
already received are Christ’s uiicld. tthai wt think and what 
Christ ill inks (in these £a>es) are identical. Our concepts arc 
not inadequate concepts (guuri:i,g, of course, I hat wc lack 
other of Christ’s fconeeipts-), no: are they aiutlogical of sirrtiJ.Lf 
concepts. They art indeed Christ's ton eepts. If is own rrtindj 
Line very wisdom of God, 
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ColosriatVS. 2^3 says Thai alJ the tr-L'a-iuies or wisdom and 
knowledge ;.itc hidden in, Chri«. Sri this mtsc, the w ords 
dpm and knowledge r:iii hi- iak«i -m synonymy. Byt 1 Garin- 
thians 1 2:#. the final mention ni wisdom in |hai epistle after 
a break since 3:19, it hard id interpret unless one assumes a 
difference between wisdom and knowledge: "To earn om- 
the madSVsunieii: of the Spirit is given for his advantage, For 
■•• one through the Spirii is given [a, or ikej word of wis- 
dom. iih-d Id another a word of knowledge according to ifoe 
smue Spirit, {and] to another faith, . . . rt Of rourte faith is 
given to all Christians; and no doubt knowledge and wisdom 
■ ire somehow connected bureaus! they are both expressed in 
words, in a fago , *: a discourse, sermon, or argument of Wiv- 
dom and n discourse, sermon, or argument oF knowledge, But 
since these two are in an enumeration of nine gilts of the 
Spirit, Lilt twi.i phrases can hardly be taken as completely 
synonymous, 

Wh.it ibis distinction is has caused confusion among the 
A frequent I v made distinction is that wisdom 
refer j ro pracncal judgiticnis ar.d knowledge consists in theo- 
retical understanding, H. A. VV. Meyer, however, reverse* ibis. 
Referring to 2=6 and IH Meyer makes wisdom an elemen- 
tary grasp qf f’Mstian doctrines, whereas knowledge is a 
deep and 1 3 io rough elaboration of their connections. Much to 
one's surprisi Meyer then infers that wisdom (the elementary 
L-r-wp of < hristian doctrines) Continues- throughput tFiC Pur' 
ousts,, but knowledge (the profound elaboration o£ shrir rrla- 
lionshijis'! re/ites |1 3 j S ) . Surely this i iew, or, at least this 
conclusion h-js less to recommend it than the former doe*. 

Charles Hodge makes The id most impossible suggestion 
that wiicJom is the inspiration given to the apsis Lies alone, -thd 
knowledge in he ahjlist of U'ssc-i teachers to understand the 

2, E.rjmniw,-i Sn pcTmiviim oJ the /hmiL of ik* £ 7‘ttvfQa- •.< 
Saa'eiy lVc.1- SV. J'jfi LV L. 
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■sposck'-," wriliuits. The reason this seems impossible is i hi- Net 
that I CorimJlktn* I 3:8 says liial know'ledgt shall be abol- 
ished m marie of no effect. Since (he ability of lesser teachers 
to understand the uponlw 1 wii rings continues to [he present 
day, the time prophesied must 1 h l ibi- flamy si, u But ss li m>: 
strange (bill iln- lesser teachers should Lose their ability to 
yftdcrsland (he Scriptures by reason of Christ/s return? One 
would expect them La understand be tieh There is something, 
however, itoat has already, been abolished: My.., aposio] i ( 
inspiration. But I3;ij does not say that "wisdom" I 1 ] lodge "s 
inspiration! sh.il I be aboJishetti u say s [he " know le due" will 
become of no use. 

This is sufficient to east doubt on Hodge's disliiwliort 
between wisdom said knowledge. It is mu sufficient as an 
explanation of 13: ft. Glider any imaginable condition u hard- 
ly seems possible that knowledge should, b,. of no use. .Nqr 
that it Should be ibolishcd. The FuUotv'ing verses can be taken 
to imply thut pnn i.il knowledge will t>l- abolished because full 
knowledge supervenes. Indeed, Paul almost seems to say ihat 
hitnop knowledge will equal God's, for “'‘now i know In pari, 
but then 1 --hall know to the same extent That I was known” 
(by Oo4?| , Hodge rathd erodes ihe difficulty in ibis vi-rsr. 
!uu in eny case it does not bear on the main topic here, 
which is the meaning of knowledge and wisdom. 

Jr may be that, in spite of first impressions, the disimc- 
lion between wisdom and knowledge is not too sharp. One 
notes, that the third gift mentioned in 12:7-10 is fairh. I'ruc, 
ihc populiii connorations of wisdom, knowledge , .md faith 
differ. People often edrttrast faith with knowledge. Vet ibis 
tiultriwt is atr&vm from the .NT. Faith and knowledge can be 
considered idcniicd, or. at 'cast, Fait lv Is one Is hid ol knowl- 
edge; six., knowledge of theology, not 3 knowledge of 
lit) [.my. Perhaps then rhe Lurms tcwrfein .mri kuvuUuige refer 
only la a difference of degree, in which case the similarity 
would he basic; L'nfonfluuuUdv f Corinthian* 12:7 lb does 
ilfii g-vy rxpi.iordtion. U’liatcvd'r information can be h;ici 
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must from thr ii;?i three ...i four chapters of the 

t ptsllc ! (? them we now rum. 

Whom dot's Paul address in hj* first epistle? His second 
epistli cx.pres.stv mentions the church ,u CorimSi with all 'he; 
saints tia-iL^ -.1 ri: in tile whole of Achaia. The first epislSc loo 
seems directed, not merely co the sever-ii cungrtgaiiciAi in cln- 
city n| Corinth, hue to other congregations also, "in every 
place," presumably every place tn Greece, At least two verses 
in the first three chapters, ii they do not require iShis in b r- 
euoe, make better sense if so understood. The re fere nee 10 
Greeks in general and nut jits c Corinthians in t;22, and as 
well rite udrerev-er And te/i e ii eivr of riT-t, give: some small 
Support tin 1 Assumption o- a wider public, The first of 
these two references is the better Eus tins purpose because at 
first sight i( seems strange thru Paul has so much to say about 
wisdom and knowledge to the Corinthians. Corinth was not 
Oxford; ir was Livetpooi. lienee when tie says in l;22 that 
she Greeks seek after wisdom, he may have had Athens in 
mind- I hi- CoimiSiuoH mostly sought bIici money and 
pleasure. 

Nevertheless at the lime in Pauls writing wisdom and 
knowledge were aj|propFUfe subjects because (as Paul says 
immediately arier tbf signal 11 re, address, and blessing) God 
had, enriched them "in all utterance and all knowledge/’ The 
uansJ&uon "utterance’ 1, is poor, ft ;$ better put: "m every 
doctrine and in all knowledge." Meyer agrees with the KJ 
translation in bis phrase “aptitude for speech"; and Beza 
V mi Led to translate togv as gloss alalia, [loth arc mistaken, 
tugo.f humus donriiie. reason, though i r This fits with tht- 
JU'st rerm knmah’tig * . h is not an unusual term in Pay/s 
writings, or in the NT a> a whole. In one place Paul uses the 
idea, 1 to l always the word, l" i vc times in two versus. fKpfr, 

1 1 1. 7-1 S), Similarly El Peter I 3>, ri passim emphasize 
knowledge. 

btiiCe American Christendom. (used in . : i luose sense L SiV 
eluding even the stmi-Conservaiivc enclaves, has little of this 
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empliusis. One inu$t, in order to understand Fiist Corinthians, 
icdtscovct the N 1" stress on. knowledge. Paul bcae thanks God 
■ hat the Gum diktats haw Ijceti made nth tn all doatinp and 
km jw ledge in proportion to ihnif growing -ts^ms-mre of the 
Limh of che Gospel witness. 

The apostle's remarks on wisdom and knowledge arise 
through his discussion of certain schisms or drihs-tons rhst 
were occurring in the church. Led by undependable teachers, 
four seels had developed. Lach cl. timed allegiance to a promi- 
nent Christian leader: Paul, Ap olios, Peter, and even Christ. 
To b K ad off (hi? development Paul calls upon them all iu 
“say the same tiling, . , . and U> be joined together in thu 
same mind and in the fame opinion." Whatever risible actions 
the schisms generated, such as holding separate meetings, 
electing new officers, and whatever else one can imagine from 
a knowledge of laser church history, schism is not essentially 
„ui organizational division. The source of the difficulty in 
Corinth lay in what the people said and thought; that is, their 
opinions were "he center of Lfoe evil. Therefore Paul wants them, 
to think dike and compose then intellectual disagreements. 

It should go without saying that Paul, Apolios, and Peter, 
not to mention Christ, had not initiated these divisions. 
Apolios. and the two .sposiles agreed in doctrine, [hey said the 
same thing, they had the same mind. Paul as (he writer of the 
epistle makes it very clear that he had done nothing to cause 
the present disturbance. His earlier abstention from adminis- 
tering the sacrament of baptism 1 ! except to Lhree ur four 
persons) turns out to be a fortunate circumstance, for had he 
shown a zeal Lo baptize, Sonic might have Said he baptized in 
his own name rather than in the name of the Father, the Son, 
and 1 hr Holy Ghost, Paul had s|X'tit his whole time preaching 
the Gospel, '"not in wisdom or word, [hat ihe rtos-. of Christ 
should not be made empty" ; 1 : 17;- 

I hts is (he lust occurretice of the word wisdom fsopkinj 
in the epistle. The phrase ii SQphitt logon. Ordinal ily trails- 
laiCif as ''wisdom of word rihe pfural words in the Kj and 
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AR V is incorrect, and RSV an Interpretative 

paraphrase), lL can equally well be translated as " wisdom of 
doctrine, " argument. definition or formula, The phrase with 
its several possible meanings presents a difficulty. The con- 
texl has a good deal to do with baptism. Raul expressed 
satisfaction that he had baptised so few and hence could not 
3re charged with substituting (he doctrine of the deity of Paul 
for riie deity of Christ, Could it be that Paul now adds, 
“Christ did not send me tobaprire. but to preach the Gospel, 
not in the wisdom of a baptismal formula . . Logos tan 
mean formula; hem? this interpretation is grammatically 
possible. Ii also fits in with the context. Though most commen- 
tators wfltiid no doubi reject this interpretation, it nmlhdfe 
seems superior to mat; inn; (lie phrase meat] “polished elo- 
ituetiee. " Sophia would be a qtueet term to denote ornate 
style, Knrrbf.-i more, the immediately preceding contrast be- 
tween bap: ism ;tnd the Onspd would he balanced by I he 
contras between rhetorical flourish and plirin, sincere speech. 
This not only makes a poor balance, it is ruled out by the 
explicit mention of the cross of Christ. Hence "wisdom of 
word must refer to some thesis or doctrine, some intellec- 
tual judgment, other than the doctrine of Atonement. This 
other doctrine could just possibly be the doctrine of baptism. 

Although the interpretation ‘"baptismal formula'' fits in 
nicely with the preceding contrasts, the following paragraph 
suggests or even definitely fixes a different intcrpnreaiion. 
The Idea of baptism drops out. It must be regarded as entire- 
ly parenthetical. This leaves the previous reference connected 
solely with the rise of schism. Thus the interpretation begins 
with the new idea of the cross of Christ in liiT, to he ex- 
plained in 1:18*25. Thu parent helical break in continuous 
development has the disadvantage of misleading the reader 
momentarily, but it 55 it disadvantage to be borne, for the 
thought of the following paragraph is quite clear. 

Instead of the formula Ebr baptism 1:13 takes up ih< idea 
ol ib it cross of Christ and proceeds directly to the doctrine of 
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the Atonement. This must be noticed, for a car<:kv> reading 
iniyhc mislead the mi<U r T in another direction. He might con- 
clude from i he phrase "uni with wisdom of doctrine" that 
Raul proposes „t nondoc to .rial .inririraf effectual religion, Does 
not Paul here condemn .l!I logons (dot trines)? Of course he 
does not. The following verses must be regarded as the inter* 
ptciation or explanation oF the short phrase in I ;1 7; and this 
explanation centers on the doctrine of the Atonement. 

J h»s doctrine i* nonsense (morfu) to the reprobate; it is 
the “power of God" in the elect. As Lhe Apoolc says also ;ii 
EE Corinthians 2; 16, the savor .>J h is knowledge is roc only 
from life lit life, but also a Savor from death to death. He 
confirms this idea in 1:19 by quoting or adapting Isaiah 
£9:14. 'The wisdom of their wise men -Ml perish itcid Lite 
undostanding of thdr prudent men sitatE he hid.”' 1 In fsai;,h 
the language applies to ihc Jewish people. Therefore the idea 
Cannot he narrowly restricted to the Greeks. Verse 20 con- 
ned* the wise man ,nld the scribe clearly a Jewish reference. 
True, in i - 22 “the Greeks seek after wisdom-' 1 This extends 
the meaning of Isaiah, bin with all the references to wisdom 
in the O f Paul’s thought is noL limited to Greek philosophy, 
to Plato ami Aristotle, about whom the Corinthian 1 raiders 
knew so I illic- 
it should he made clear at u£ice that l 3 ;iul does not div 
parage wisdom and argument, lie certainly teaches that 
neither scribal pedants nOr “cooperative investigators" of this 
world ever brought anyone to God. These two group:, 
thought that the Atonement was nonsense, litre can Lie 
found the source of Term Ilian l S toniTASi between Jerusalem 
. 11 : d Athens. I'heii principles have nothing in common. But 
just as Tertullian did not cm ibis ground despise dose reason- 
ing— his arguments prepared !or and almosi arrived at the 
Athanasign p< win-on -so Paul here condemns only the wisdom 
of this world and neithei the wisdom of God nor ihc doctrine 


PwJ Merely vr. <:,!uir- "J <t'u! me a* s <te" tor ilit LXX '’2 ihail hide.'" 
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of iht Atonement. Paul does not Support anti-intcllecEnalifim, 
tt was the w^dom and intricate plan of God that prevented 
chr world Imm knowing God by n$ own wisdom, God fore? 

ordained pagan philosophy and Jewish disputes for the pur- 
pose of Winding tbc eyes of the reprobate and hardening 
their hearts, lie made their wisdom nonsense. But far from 
teaching an ri-inlcILeetualism Paul even herein this paragraph, 
and more clearly elsewhere, commends the wisdom of God- 
This wisdom is Christ, here called Sophia rather than Logoi. 
nwrefore Paul preaches the doctrine of the Atonement. 

At thi?. point, witli the mention of T'muLlian, one might 
consider what tin- Apostle Paul thought of Aristotle's cosmo-f 
lethal argument ftn the ex tstenct oE Cowl. Nothing in l lie 
[tui show* that he I ta d evrt read Metaphysics hook Lambda, 
1 fence the exegete ss liumrd to conjecture- Thomas Aquino 
held tliai Paul proiepitcallv declared valid 1 hunt as' restate- 
ment of AristoLle,. From the present paragraph one would 
suppose that Faul regarded it as. [nonsense, It is strange there- 
fore tbit some Christians who speak, vigorously against the 
wisdom of thU world and deprecate what they call " hum an 
logic' L also art.- strenuous defenders of the cosmological argu- 
ments and think that the truth of God should be proved true 
by secular investigations. 

Insofar as Paul’s words can be Applied to Aristotle, 3:20 
would far even a clearer repudiation pf philosophical specula- 
tion about God, Using the term dialogismous (reasonings, 
deliberations) the verse says, ’’The Lord knows that the argil- 
men is of the wise- art ludSt;.' 1 * * Christ inn apologetes therefore 
would do well to repudiate the scholastic futility of so-called 
"natural theology/ 1 Ihty should desist from attempts to 
prove God’s existence and to describe his nature on the basis 
of empirical observations 

Verses 1:25 arid 27 speak of weakness. God lias not 
tJiled many men of fleshly wisdom, nor many powerful, nor 
many well hom, That this docs not disparage wisdom as such 
follows from the fact that Paul does not disparage power and 
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good birth as sucii. Efe considered his own lineage and birth 
Ml Cor, 11:22, Roffi. 11:1, Phil. 3:4 &) a most fortunate 
inheritance; and bis counting it as loss in comparison with 
Christ does not invalidate its advantages any more than his 
submission io the ihom in the flesh makes sickness preferable 
to health. In this passage Paul might have referred to wealth 
indeed, wealth might he included in the idea* of powerful and 
well bom. Now, wealth Cun be and often is a barrier to 
heaven, Yet the Bible does rot condemn Abraham and Job, 
Thus as these advantages are not condemned as such, neither 
should Paul be understood to disparage wisdom, I ram: rig, or 
knowledge. Tliis thought in no way conlradicta. the express 
statements thai Gnri chose wh.si the world regarded as non- 
sense to shame the wise man, and die weak to shame the 
strong, And the tgnohlc to shame the well born. 4 

I he h hap ter ends by sating either ihat Christ became three 
thirty jrt out case. i-r:. . I wisdom, . 2 1 righteousness 
and holiness., and redemption: or that Christ became it 
wisdom rim i consists of iwo pans, r-J=., 1 1 1 righteousness and 
holiness and (2) redemption. The exact tneaning i* not vay 
clear, but the grammatical construction li&rdh permits the 
interpretation ilia* Christ became fom things At jik rare 
wisdom is nof despised. 

That th is wisdom is not a personal encounter as Soren 
Kierkegaard and F.mil Bmnner describe it has already been 
indicated by the phrase “chf doctrine of the cross'' ( l : Hi), In 
a pecLiliar sense Kierkegaard himself requires a man to have a 
certain amount of inielhgence in order to become a Christian. 
He holds that a man musL understand doctrine x., must under- 
stand doctrine >, and must understand That: a cOTuradictS y. 
Then the man must Throw away all his intelligence, sacrifice 
his intellect, and believe both parts of the contradiction. 


I. li'Swthn ,r tlsLr^fs ihsi do not e*i.y ' is in ippwiwi with >Ik ignofefcand 

•wr,ik, tv is in iidduKKi in iheiu. urtd if in idiiittOii. -..1 >..i : :k>- iue. i^.liflitull L<isjy 

Thu LMmisiy.xn ,if JL,; , :i. P -i-S, A-lepti A, ?f ill. a^puieu A?rph 3, 35, C 1 <V itf. w<»i!il 

I.ikh Jnjxtsi<,..n ;uhl n.4,i-,.-n £i>xl wlW 
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Bnmiur .iisu teaches th.u [he Bible is .vclf-con wad ic lory. He 
argues ’hat ihe dor trine oi election ss illogical; if wr dft-w 
inferences From it, we would conclude shat God is n«( 3<»ve. 
One L'iirmol have logic ,:rui ;i loving Cod, too, ! lence says 
Bmnr) er ' since the Bible tradidi election* it ii consistently 
inconsistent, Galvin,, as .opposed to ibe Bible, is logical Acid 
I'rtyst hr repudiated., HU mistake was to chink that theology is 
concerned with intelligible truth (einsidttige I'crnunfliivahr- 
hiit j. Brunner further says that God and ihe medium of con- 
ceptuality {B<rgri//tivfikx^i\ are mutually exclusive. .None of 
chis sounds like P-mi, Hj.s den uneia Lion of woridEy wbdom is 
no Ml'. :u hem to believe conrradkcions- 

L u rt-uira nun nr the texi itself, 2: 1 says that Paul did 
nut come preaching the mystery 5 * of God in superiority of 
word ■ rr wisdom. 

H anyone prefers message m mystery, the point of the pres- 
ent .irtjcle becomes easier to substantiate. Otherwise the writer 
must show th:i! i-% nothing "myswrioui.*' but simply i 

proposition )ha4 cannot be discovered through natural theol- 
ogy but must he revealed l>y God, '3, Tie reason is then: instead nf 
depending on Aristotle ur Aquin.cs I'aiu] decided to confine ins 
mossAgc to the doctrine of the Atonement. This is borne out in 
2:4 .md 5, where the r on trust het ween divine words and wis- 
dom and bum.ui words and wisdom is made es.pl ieit. "My ar4.11- 
mtui and my preaching,' 11 says Paul, "were not in ptnrsuarive 
words -.if wisdom. 5 but hi rfeimi ust ration 7 of spirit and power 
in order that your faith should not he (grounded? j ir- human 
wisdom but in divine power.” The contrast is clearly mot he- 

5. siyurry ;» fo'irtd in j*. (f lapjMKfltlr), iJie witfnd Aleph, A. t-, «vl J| itw 
■.tthrr SJS--S. "'iiagi! i- f -vinit m th* rhitd hseiiS at Aleplt, S P (eui oih-s; Liiuiklt, arid 

j lofijt I ini lit i urtLirt, 

Li:-- irsin.ij prcilrTB Iwrr anc of the w s-rs- ; .r lb-' f9T. Co wiling Virii- 
h i,' n[ ■^riationi iS<» wr abora i it,>nr r- j.-diTi.’:-. lifv cutd. noc he dkHnn-Tcd 
IK"".', for lU hlV-'i Ijii SinSc j-rin... hfiUc. 

A'* nvr t>E > tcnn -n Logic. Ap&rfjixii mrir-)' shoeing fori l>. m.+t,i.iVr 
kjiuv.fi, p.ifiH(ii:ion. expoiiliou, pn’-:-l, diductivi proof by ippoint- 

raW!| tfitpliy. ufar w mtni (thr i-.-.\i ai-mi wnn cn bt 1 'aiiimI inuriLy in 

rtic timr of Uifodv-ii:t .,:.iL r-^ittirr bcfocc nor 
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tween nLlioFialky and irrationality. Inn Ik-iwi-cii human wis- 
dom and ditint wisdom. The pietists incline to the contrast 
between an intelligible message versus Lh= power of the 
Spirit. They fail to give adequate attention ro Ehe fact that 
[he powflf of lilt’ Spirit functitMis in the argument or doctrine 
{logos') rnd ihe message preached |/: a j, Ibiul's.. ton Iras L 

lies between divine irmh and fake opinions based <> 1 H miuril 
theology, not betivCeii truth a,nd ntimationaJ power. 

"Wy speak wisdom." Writes Paul; and if wisdom is 
preached, pvudiumed* <>i a poke'll., wisdom must consist of 
intellectual p Ripo.it inms. e\pn-:iu-d in intdligible tangua^. 
These truths are mysteries, i.e. , secrets that God did not tell 
i he pagans. 1 S-e kept these secrets hidden from the rulers of 
ill i s vvc.nlt.li. Sc. say s tl'u* Of, Then tome two ch three verses 
(bat the |> ivt is i and mystics so lamencabiy misunderstand^ 
l lie introductory words come from iw r i> parages in Isaiah.. 
“What the eye did not see and the ears did not hear and did 
not enter m urn's heart, i.e,, those things that l God prepared for 
those who love him , 5 Cod rev-culed t<> os [ emphtisis on to w] 
by the £01111.“ if he next words, ilic second half id 2 : 1 ( 5 , 
identifies these secrets as 4 TSit' deep thing* of Cod.” 

fuck fnjquyinly ^ pieiirt tvill use these verses to m.uiriani 
x position directly contradiciory 10 what ibe verses say. For 
:'N.;i:iiplr, f)r. A. W. 'loiter published a sermon that Dr. Aiken 
Taylor strangely thought Cxcdkill enough Co reprint ill Th*: 
Pr^yzrriitu /vumvi (February 1 1 3 lLf/O), a periodica] sup- 
posedly devoted to the principles oF the W'esimiiisier Confes- 
sion, Dr, Tetter if- lio-t .:n advocate of natural theology, lie 
stands al the opposite extreme, aji Opponent not only of 
natural theology but -vf repealed theology as well. His ser- 
mon. cm tried Revelation is ,V«f £ntHi|A, is hasietiity a repudi- 
ation of the text, the wmrdSj the ihc.ology ut rhe Rih-lc, :m(l a 
pie, 1 i.21 fav^>r id something 10 be found between the lines or 
behind the icmi. In fad lie claims that the difference l>e [ween 

S. At iolc poim a comma moibCt * l«tvci cauvriukion ih.ir, 

dwi^riwi. 
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m fandani«nu!ift who accepts what (he fSibte says, and he- 
I Love f. 3ii the Dc-ity of Christ and a modernist who rejects ihe 
message of the BibEe and denies the doctrine of creation is 
insignificant in comparison with the difference between the 
acceptance of the biblical text and the search for something 
beyond and be math the inspired writ ten words. 

Dr, Tezer's defense of mysticism (and he bimwlf accepts 
chi? designation) is partly an exposition of John's Gospel fl 
and partly an appeal to the present passage in Corinthians. As 
to this latter he quotes beginning at the material from Isaiah, 
rie even includes the words, “God has revealed them [in my 
opinion, the deep (Kings of God] unto us,"' But he does not, 
quote, and fads- to take iiieo account, and presumably denies 
that these deep things are precisely the argUttml, t heprocla- 
ffltfh'tfu, or vctsc 4„ (he knowledge of ueise 12, and the 
{poke* spiritual jwunsfr] of verse 13. What Paid here com- 
mends, Dr, Fozer dismisses as “the dead, body of Truth. M 
Now, to do Dr. Toaer justice, one must acknow ledge that he 
says some good 1 hi rigs about the Bible, and even recommends 
memorization, But these good tilings are nullified by Ins ex- 
plicit acceptance of mysticism. 

In opposition to mysticism Paul has asserted that God 
revealed to us Elis secrets, concerning the crucifixion of 
Christ, These secrets arc the various intelligible propositions 
■hat compose the doctrine of the Atonement. Paul then, 
somewhat unnecessarily as some might think,, defends the 
ability of I he Spirit to make such a revelation on the ground, 
that ihe Spirit is privy to all of God's thoughts. What is more 
germane to the present subject is the added idea in 2:11 (hat 
m one by natural theology can know the thoughts of God, A 
man has this knowledge only bv revelation. Now. we Chris- 
tians have received "the Spirit from God in order that we 
might know those [theological theses] which God has gra- 
ciously given us. these are the doctrines we speak, not in 
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didactic words of hum m wudpro, Sun in lbc didactic 
| words] of (he Spirt!, explain in,; spiritual [m liters] in sp i : - - 
tual [words] , H ' 

1'his passage shows dearly Thai spiritual matters cun be 
explained in worth. The words ih.tm selves arc spiritual, ilup 
are a|So tlidaetici l'lity are Lire words Paul spoke, and, we 
may add „ wrote. All this lies in nicely with verbal inspiration, 
hut is far removed from inexpressible, nonverbal, mystic 
experiences. Ia 

"l he psychical man does not receive the [doctrines] of 
the Spirit of God." 'I his dutis not deir, (hat he understands 
them. Before his ctmwjiM Paul understood very well what 
the Christians meant by i'.dEsng Christ- Lord, Very probabJ) 
he understood it better ib.m most Chris-riatv-, did, Bus he did 
not receive iL as true, It was foolishness to him' even more i: 
was M asp hearty, It CouEd hive been neither, unless be bad 
understood it. Hi ere fore when 2: 1-1 siivs, “the psychical 
man . . . ui»oi know” lire divine duuriiu-s, tr is using the 
verb kfitiai in the sense of know as That ihis is ihe 

mjeaniiTg is clear form the reason given for it: ’’for (hey arc 
sprotusllv evaluated , M 


i ’"I- Sw this pas-nsr, SumcMK :•• '«► :| " .lTi^Irrr fi+itsiir. ;; Co- 

nm h :.,r..-. 12:2, wIihA wrv tti LLch: lix>: mysttcurr. It id «k, ii would esieii 

ui- not lw « >nrw.lhc tor other Cti-’tri :i i llirv waisld! -p: (if d&fttOriLfd to sco 
behind the its: md uccn^ to The Lhird beaWn, this w o«:*l br even levs a require- 
IYSMT 5 tor t*tvMion thi-i: i itpriition by tteryoni; i>r anyone of Paul"* expt-nenoes 
wi ttu trod to Dam.uc-.^. However, their (lir-hidf raELwpi ate ur. 11 cttsc. 1 j-j . (or 
IE Co r. 12:3 ii it noi inysLiirism. Verir 4 nun the word urupe-aAcihr or ntriifin:'; i- 
aWr, .if,d |iiy*i!<n. i like Tvlu .1 «|flj|ih.i they tan in this word, fim hew words 
im,— i.rflsj can hr iircjtprt-sjfiik, k! I hr rnyni<s -ejcflsifl. ihr !cj.in:.,r,on, Iu->w«:wt, 
it poor. A m ^ not mtxpfttfiiis, Sovicr jiVci; ‘hoF lu hr \-ftcwi ^bcrausc :oo 

urr«£), i r : ■ rL, IjiUcSI Jinj Sfdlt pV4: 'V-iJfMffl . . . 'it tit tf 

■™ . , , i--s 6, , , . mvttmitit , , . hwffklt . . . ine-n-fu! r« fyt Sfiv 

tfn . . , r ' |n cSitiitj] firetk the word frrqurndy tiibd in nil mr&Tun.s; inippro.pni.tr 
tu ! Jrj- ronSc-v. of ;* Cprin:!-.un«. I^ni riwTKXt : d : .ritrr which of J! ih«r nstj.,, 
ingi ls to tc chosen. '-Char '>as ttinrilcii [■> 5*+,J in Oru, viskn con,i:i -n-I ctp!j 
( rfinniLs}. Jlhtv w-rie Jrrrrc;, noi l ^tinsr h was in irntHKiai emotional . bm 
h^.TUTf (hey were n.M ig^j i .T±«n| io 1 1 vpoktn. Exoe. meiLTi Liwrul prr- 
Eiistibk TJicv r*.-«K dilute httpU. wfiith Fr^l cpuW ItVJ dnubt ttotJy) %ird<-nUaid: 
: .,: -God i:'nn::j.'ll]^,: him OOt EO •!,. .1 thf'C WCTHPLi 50 44 AOr CIl risrilTlI. JflC wh-iff 
rTTWlitnn ii vcTtiil and rati sn.ii, 
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Parenthetically and pcrh&p* rcpctiriously one notes that 
[Ins Intensive use of 'he verb to know undermines ihc alleged 
dim im. lion between gnosis and <^^osir, Jor in this verst li'n- 
heighten ®d sense of know is expressed with I he simple* nol 
the Compound, verb, 

r hie 1 1 hi three lines the chapter ends; iv « K the assertion, 
"Wc h.isc the mind <>l Cbriji." Ii dne* run. sa^, that we have 
iliv ciTWiittms of Christ, The "punch line" of the chapter, its 
dimax, its last word, is a wtwd' of iiHellecuiilism, iiuctligi 
bin iy. knowledge, and underfunding- "We have (he mind 
{noun) of Christ." 

I'o complete i he list, the only other instance of clue: word 
sophia in [ Corinthians k 1:19, It adds no new thought. Once 
again it l mi lii im. the conclusion that (he arguments of Arif: 
wik. Hegel, ind Wirtgcnsrdti art ho more than foolishness, 
rhi& conclusion include the application to those who try to 
base the Lfulh of Cod's Vfottl on the sfculiir or so-called 

sokniilk im-vstiga lions oi history and are I ideology. Suiting 
in Paul cugjir-sis that the work of "cooperative investigation" 
1 i is mure certain or reliable rhan tin: wisdom: of God. l ; 
it not strange that any evangelical, fi>r whom sola Scripture is 
lIic formal principle of Thcoh>gy, should try to bait the truth 
or Scripture on [lie conclusions of He, Albright and Miss 
KaU'ni, hor Paul revelation is sdf-authcnlieatiiig. Athens. 
Oxford, ansi American universities hive nothing in com mOrl 
with JemsdciTi. 


3 


Summary: Because of the divisions mentioned in chapter 
one, it is clear that the Corinthians are immature Christians. 
ITiey should understand the relation between the apostles 
and God who them. Those who build on an jostle’s 
foundation must take care how they build, for God will eval- 
uate their work, If anyone destroys the temple budding, God 
will destroy him. Sharp dealings with Cod do not pay off. 
Remember, you belong to Christ. 

1 ‘'And E, brethren, could not speak to you ns to spirf 

tual |prrsons| but as to carnal o; infants in Christ." 

Pri&ti mai:koii\ Spiritual persons, is the word so emphat- 
ically used in 2: IT, 14, 15. A man is spiritual whom the 
Spirit possesses, but nor all regenerate persons exhibit ihc 
Spirit's working Lo itn- same degree. Sooty an: carnal and 
infant eEc. Ndpios, unlike Enphi', docs not always mean 
infant; it is a more elasLic word and applies to y out hi as welt. 
Here, the reference to miik in tile next verse indicates that 
infants are meant, 

.W&mojjr and h ipto}?. are presumably synonyms here: the 
latter h used to explain the former, li should be noted that 
the use of ni’pios precludes ihc conclusion that Christians can 
be divided into two groups; carnal and spiritual, NfptOS indi- 
ces rhe possibility of growth, and therefore of different 
degrees of growth? so that there can be as many classes of 
Cl iri s Ls.in s as there are individual Christians. At any rate, the 
division of ill Christian? imm two sharply distinct categories 
is and results in further misunderstanding of the New Testa- 
ment. See verse three. 

% "I made you drink milk, not food-, for you could not 
yet jstand iij . V-nu cannot even now [stand il| 

Although the Corinthian Chris bans were spiritual, bc- 

99 
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cause as regenerate people [he Spirit had dethroned their 
Adamic nature, Vet Paul Could, dot Speak to them as spiritual, 
lor they were- infantile. A baby is it human being, buL we 
cannot converse in * fully human style with babies. So Paul 
gave (hem milk and not solid food, 

Hebrews 5:1 1-3 4 makes the same distinction; and He- 
brews ti: L-2 seems to lisi some of lHl j “milk" doctrines. 
Repentance, laith, baptisms, Ordinations [?), and the resur- 
rection are elementary doctrines. Note that even infantile or 
“milk' 1 Christianity i* not ncmdocttinaL Among the Corin- 
thians, if The teaching contained not much else, it at least 
contained the doctrine of the Atonement, However, PW 
does not want Ills converts Lo Live on milk all their lives. They 
must progress to meat and more profound theology. 

3 "For you arc still lorfcikoi. " 

Some commentators try to find a difference between the 
meaning of sorkinai of verse one and tin- sar&ikei here. The 
fact that Paul says you arc stiff sarkikoi makes it obvious that 
tin Corinthians are still what they were: fuHtinmr. Thus there 
is no difference in meaning. "They were and they remain in- 
fantile. 

Liddell and Scott, (he best Greek lexicon in existence, 
acknowledges no difference between these cwo forms of the 
same word. Nor does Arndt and Gingrich. The point may not 
be so important here, but it bears on (he AhttilUM under 
standing oT Romms 7:J4. Applicable at the present time is 
not so much the meaning of these words, but the possibility 
that many Christians today art carnal, immature, or infantile. 
Sometimes this is their own fault, and they are conceited or 
puffed up, its Paul describes the Corinthians in the next chap- 
ter. Somerimes ihe state of babyhood is the result of being 
fed two percent milk spiked with katabolic adulterants 
Friends of mine, w ho would not abandon apostate churches, 
have n.OI beard tile Gospel tor thirty years; and their children 
have ik-vl-i heard El Wluit we used to confide* elementary, 
they look nptui as hair- splicing pedantry ihal ts of no value 


Ckepter 3 


61 


whatever, J lie need today is for serious, really serious liible 

study. 

3b "Tui where among you there is steal Hid sliilc. are 
you nut cttniiU {sarkikvi) and do you tun conduct youi selves 
In .3 [purely] human fashion?” 

Sortie MSS insert after strife (lie words tmrfdif n£«vr*„ AL- 
hough one Importatu papyrus and many unimportant air- 
elves i-iawj this addition, ihe best uncials do not have it. The 
word where may indicate, not only [kit there is steal and 
>i 1 1 3 l ■ , but also t ha r in some places these sins arc absent. U 
Paul is addressing several congregations, evert several rllle--, a*. 
1:2 hinted, this makes sense, but where such strife eslsls. the 
Christians are carnal. 

4-5 “For whenever one save. S ,.nn ot Fatd, and another, 
1 am of ApojQos, arc you not men? What then is Apollos? 
What Paul? Servants, through whom you have believed, and 
to each | evangelist] as the Lord has given/* 

h.iid, Ap olios, ;irid all olhci prominent preacher* arc sci 
viutis ai God, l hey arc indeed servants id (hie hinds ol God, ft " . 
though the Corinthians came to believe through the preaching 
id one or the other, and so one niighl say Paul converted (his 
man and A poll os another man, yet neither evangelist converted 
anybody. Neither gave anyone his faith. God, Himself . livcided 
to which sinners He would give faith. Faith is a ri I t of God, as 
ihc epistle later Says, and no apostle can give it Lo anyone, nor 
can anyone produce it voluntarily out of his own resources. 

K.J unfortunately translates “lo each" ihfkatlo 1 “to 
every man/' This gives (he implcvsioEi that God gave Faith lo 
every man in the Corinthian church, UVLt. of course. God did 
exactly i hat. However, ihe section concerns the evangelists, 
and the ea< ft rtr.Ce.rs to them, N<u only did t'kid choose which 
sinners He would endow with l.iich, IEc iJso chose whit h and 
how man y sinners would be converted under the preaching of 
esc h preacher, L'he follow i n g c< >n 1 1 nil s i !i i s. 

6 "I planted, Apollo > watered; but God caused l3u- 
growth. " 
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']'he Jtsspgnnrujml I CO averts to one man I-Ithei than lo 
^DC)lhi L r 35, nol so sb-arp an the paragraph above may seem to 
say. FrtJie sumfc men received their faith upon the 

occasion e.j; Paul’s preaching, L-ven sc<. il Haul piloted the 
Word oi God, Ap.ollos came a J title later and watered it: and 
God caused the growth. 

hi contrast with faiths modesty, or more clearly. -in cori- 
n' as t with Paul's- recognition of his role as a servant jorne 
modern evangelists publicise the great .number of decisions 
they have produced, i ir. what is equally bad, they re- E'er the 
Ctmveisions to lllf will of the convert. These popular e* angcl- 
isi.s forget Ehat salvation is of the |.<vvd. As Psalm h5i4 says, 
^'Blessed is the man w3iom thou chooses i and oau 5 £$t to ip- 
p roach unto thee.” 

7 ‘’‘Consequently neitlier the one who plants is anything 
limpctntint] . itor the one who wnters, but: God. who causes 
3 he grow th 

Again* f*ii emphasis-, this vene savs dial salvation ts of the 
Loft l . Man is nothing! God is all. 

ft "lie who plants and he who waters arc one, and each 
shall receive ins own reward :n proport ion to Jits own. trouble.” 

I hi? verst shows i3uu there are greater and lessee rewards* 
as John 1$; 1 1 shows that ;hne are greater and lesser sins, 
and as Luke I 2;47-4S predicts greater and leaser p-utiish 
men is. lire rewards here .ut: mu said Lo be merited by the 
b.ird labor, for after we have done all that is Commanded we 
:j i c slill unprofitabk servants; bus grace apportions the re- 
words to the work. 

9 "Tor we are God's co worker^ you are God’s farm, 
God's building,” 

I in first phrase of this verse does not mean, as K J seeing 
io say. tint! the apostles aft' fellow workers together with 
God, as if God were one of the colaborcrs. Much less does it 
nu-.!=i c ! l: ; i i ibe Corinthian Christians are fellow- laborer? with 
anybody. The paragraph hits to do with the apostles, Peter 
and Pj.u I, ,md some other prominent leaders such ;is A polios. 
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I he point is ih.il, thiS&fi men, who work together, are one in 
being all servants ol God; and ihcreforc none u! them is 
particularly important, for it is God who causes = he work to 
succeed. 

Ibis interpretation is noi “linguistically erroneous. ” as 
Meyer claims, Itif the three fold diiiiS-ion is cleat : God. tile 
evangelists, ;*nd (he converts- Nor do I Thessalonians 3:2; 
komans 16:3, 9, 21 . j.nd Philippian s 2:25, 4:S contradict tins 
[[UfcrpreTation; but on the contrary they lend to confirm it. 
i lodge also seems, to make the same in stake. Ji h the leaders 
who are fellow workers with eat h other. 

The Corinthians on the other band are God’s farm oi 
building. En iiris chapter, Paul bad used the figure ^f planting 

and watering; hut from hen: cm he changes he figure nl a 

building or temple. 

10 “According to the grace of God given lo tin-, l have, 
like a wise architect, laid a foundation; another is building on 
M. 1^1 each one Lake care how he builds.”' 

One should not suppose that Paul had only A polios in 
mind when he speaks ofi another builder, Looking into the 
future, Paul knows well tb.ii there will be many builders. 
Each cnie is lo rake care. 

11 “Lir rto one can lay a different Foundsnion other 
than The one laid, which i.s Christ/' 

The foundation of the building i- Christ, Lot the building 
IS the Church; and the Church cannot possibly have any other 
Eoundafiofi. This is why .'^:1 L is .. reason for the preceding 
one must take care. One must take cate nor to wood, 
hay, and stuhbEc. As the foundation Paul laid was obviously 
the doctrine he preached, the Atonement, so ioo. Eater build 
in.- materials arc doctrincss good or had. if someone adds bad 
doctrines, chey will be burned up like straw. 

A mod ran reader, however, may be pulled how t hr- 
founciaiitms of the Church can be bulb the person of Christ 
.!I 1 .:; a theological do-Cls im-, Yet, remember. Christ said that 
upyjs this rock, not Peter, but !hc doctrine u-E the Deity of 
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Christ, t will build my Church. Onv must not separate llu- 
person "t Christ Ftfoin the theology. It is common co think of 
a person a& something <1 tfl> fCH t from his mind. People say. "E 
havt -i mind." J* ii not better to say, ‘"I am rKa*. mind." Are 
you hot vour mind? It not. whit arc you? Now, a mind is 
wh.u it thinks. 11 ibere wew no thought, there would he no 
mind, live "’person” would he “mindless^; that is, there 
would be neither person nor mind. Chris! then U what He 
thinks. ! Ic is the Wiidein anil Logos of God. t his Logos, 
including. i he Aroncmciu, ih« Deity of Christ, arsd ;«] the 
other divine truths 'God ri Lruth i, is the foundation oil which 
we are to build. Therefore, take heed, 

12-13 “For if anyone erects on the foundation gold, 
silver, precious Stones, wood, hay. straw, t lie work ol entJi 
will become. 1 apparent . for the day will nndte it evident: be- 
cause it will be revealed by fire, and each one’s work, what- 
ever it is* thf: fire will put to the test.” 

Jhir in I trior building materials, designated wood, hay, 
and straw, i=jc ot different sr.>rts. in these first four chapters, 
P311I luces a complex situation, with difference. 1 ; arising chief- 
ly from two factors. These two factors :ire heresy and fav 
riomilbm, In the first two chapters, the main subjti e is 
heresy. Here, Paul contrasted rhe doctrine of the Atonemem 
with pagan philosophv. In the nest two chapters, ihete is 
more m pi 1 aiii * on the attack ugaitrst PinJl'i. Apostolic author 
my. A minor cemplieariiLg factor is rhe distinction between 
false teachers and the ordinary church members, Fhc biter, 
or at k.-sl some of them, were doing wrong, lltuUgh tlieir sin 
W,1> nol so heinous Mi ihai Of tlvc former. Hence Paul s 
phraseology has degree.' i>! application. In the present verse, 
the Wood, hay. and stubble can hardly menu heresies as 
seiiouv the denial ot the Aroncmexii, for the stubble is 
pictured .is erected <-fi the foundation of Christ. HtrtCtf Paul 
seems to refer m les.ver aberrations. They are certainly weak 
spots that harm the solidity of the building- Paul gives no 
t-jtampEcs here. One might suggest instant sane tificait ion, 
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ptuyers I 01 tin- dead, fret will, salvuiimi by works [luring the 
milleiiTiiunt. and other nonvcnpxiiral doctrines that hinder the 
progress of the Gotpel. 

The value, or, better, the dfsvalue of these doetrinci will 
be revealed by fhc at ih<- dav, of judgment when the Lord 
with His angels shall be revealed in flaming fire, and (he 
world will, be destroyed with intense heat ill Thess.- S :& and 
II Pet. Sr 1 0), 

1,-1- 15 "If anyone's work remains, which he has built, he 
shall receive a reward, H anyone's w-ork is burned up, he shall 
hr punished; but he himself shall be saved, even though k is 
through tire." 

These verses- confix m the interpretation of the preceding. 
Paul is not speaking of seriously amichrismn doctrines, such 
as- those Lb-it cause him to pronounce anathemas on the 
judaiaers. The un biblical teachers here m mind will them- 
sc Ives be saved, eve-n though <be\ have damaged the temple 
of God. Ignorantly and carelessly though they hiVc built, yet 
they built oil the foundation of the Atonement. Therefore, 
though they shall be punished, they are ut the end received 
into heaven, 

k should he noted rhat Paul is expressly speakmg of 
minis- wrs h not of their Converts. Mo doubt certain implies- 
dons tor the laity can be drawn, hut the leaders hear (he 
greater responsibility in building the Church. 

16-17 "Don't you realize that you arc (he (Cm pie of 
God and the Spirit of God dwell;, in you? If anyone destroys 
the temple of God. God will destroy him; For the temple of 
God is holy, which you are." 

These two vdsts, in the form of a conclusion 10 the 
previous lit" [ten verses, serve a.s ., warning and rebuke- to those 
who are making trouble in Corinth. I he first idea in this 
conclusion is not that each individual Christian is a temple of 
God in whom "he Spirit dwells- It is the Church that is ihg 
temple. 

Not is it likely that Paul is identifying the temple with 
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Lhe I'lutmrli at Corinth, as i i ilicrc wen- smother insiplc re i 
FphestkH ;i ilci . 1 1 ■ ■ nhvt > Rome I'he \.VS is probably wr in^in 
lean Sluing ntw phrsw ;«s “you -nte ft Kirtple bf God. " The KJ 
is m cmc probably correct because nothing in r lie whole eon- 
lt-M icJims in sfverai "c Km c he*. " Fhe grammar neither pre- 
vents lhe lim.’ <ij the £.h; fill tic ajrtitle in Ouijlidi nor requires the 
iddrfihtK; AdOS (icmpkj is a predicate nomilliLivr preceding 
she verb- Only if an anarthrous predicAif nominative follows 
l lie verb in Greek is lhe indefinite article required in Fnglish. 
Fhcrc is therefore but one Church, the Church universal. 

Che Spirit then • level Is. in liie temple, and hence the dv- 
£l Mel ion of the temple (here naa Ft is not predicate nomina- 
tive and ilie definite article k explicit) emails the desriuetion 
of the destroyer. 

The KJ seems 10 he mistaken .i,s to the meaning of thr 
last three words of verse 1 /. It says, "whi. h tempi-.- ye .ire." 
However, this imming would require Lhe relative pronoun in 
the singular, to agree sv i s 1 1 lenipUt, The relative is plural and 
agrees wiih \au. E it; iii r i I k meaning is. you are holy .is the 
temple !-.. Mon: KteraJly: [of] which [character] you arc. 

3 8 “Iwi no one deceive himwlf. if anyone among you 
thinks he is -.sj-se in iJiis world, Jet him become a fool ihai he 
may become wise." 

Ibc warning and conclusion continue. The thought, how- 
ever. refers back us the account of wisdom in chaplet l wo. 
Therefore this wise should -icn W translate & "ivisc I': rid? 

.as ll to compare ibis .age with a coming Messianic age — 

■ i the N AS does- for presiimplions of wisdom in lhe MfSSi 
Anic age would be equally ffiprdunsiblc, Thr nest verse is 
decisive on the meaning. 

19-20 “For i he wisdom oF this world 1* nonsense before 
God; for it is wr'ittcu, He who euiches the wise in their de- 
uitcs, .Liid again. ihc 1.0 I'd knows thfll the arguments <if die 
wee ,m- vain." 

'] ha phrase "this world’" (ftermuti mtijon j shows how 
"this age" (ffisrti) oJ Lhe previous vers# should be understood; 
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,ni d the unmistakable reference to iJie wisdom of chapter two 
reinforces: the point. Furthermore, Paul supports his assertion 
with quotations from Job 5:13 and l h ,.dni 94.! 9, .ni(3 thc^L- 
dearly concern the present world, not a future .Messianic age. 

"Yi-mss" must refer m ihe troublemakers, the leaden* -.usd 
their lollqwcrs, fur throughout Paul has- them chiefly in view. 
EiowcVcr, clearly the reference also extends beyond them to 
=!l the Gorinthisn f:lii'isii.tns. The .apostle is string a relation' 
ship that holds between (he Church and the vest u! [be uiii- 
verse, flic Ctirimhians and Christians everywhere must in>l 
boas I about belonging to Paul or Peter as lli.eii leader. Rulllrt 
hud. Peter, and A polios belong to them. Not only are the 
.ip os lies their servants, hm alt things belong lo the Church; 
that is. God works .ill things for the good of the Church 
[Rom. 8;2S], ,ihd the Clmfeh, the heir of tile world I Roan. 
+: 3 3) shall judge angels and all tilings (see later in 6:3). In die 
light of this world-wide -md all-tinus economy, the trouble- 
makers stand condemned. 

b wjs also necessary io say (hat Christ teas God’s. This 
l±L5t phrase does (lot contradict the doctrine c> l the Trinity. 
A fiu all, Christ is the Son ol the Fathei. mid ibis expresses 
some son of subordination, Similar phrases occur tn 3 1 di and 
i The subordination is fy.ne c ionaJ or 1 ‘economic .is 

some theologians e.ul it, not essential. However, it was neces- 
sary tu jay tli.it ChnSL Was God’s because the claim “l betoflg 
to Christ,'" taken by itself, cannot be wrong. However, when 
it is used to break up the Church, 2 L is as bad as the other 
claim s-perhaps even worse because it suggest s a mom ob- 
ucislous pride. Hence If. -nil canonic ts the step’s of “owner- 
ship" r In- apostles arc youra, you art Christ^, and Christ is 
CWs, 

Osi this. great solemn and uartscenden t note, the chapter 
ends. 
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SumirtL-Ln I'hc prCctdiNg argument prohibits arrogance 
on the pait of the apostles and all (he more prohibits arro- 
gance on ihc pari of other Chris Liam, 

t "0» ibis prirwHpk lei a uum eonstder us | ihc yposiksj 
i? sejvams of Christ and stewards of Cod's mys cents / 1 

I Iil’ principle is of course that of [he previous chap rer. 
Thi apnvtk-s are Servants or stewards. The im pi real ion is that 
the party leaders must also consider ihcmselvcs as servants. 
Ihc mysteries (hey dispense are not the saifamencs. for 
hi u.Vi iTJon 11 neves applied lo a sacrament. A mystery is a 
rcVralal doctrine. God’s senunts musL dispense 1 Lhcse doc- 
Isines lo the Church. The vc<Sfi liltdettilU the claims ol the 
papal csiablishment. 

Mi '“Such bring (In- cj*fi for the rest, it i> TC-qtt iH-i ?i in 
the ease of S[.- wards that they he l on (id rsnsi worthy. For me, 
hpwtTtr, li h immaterial (hat i should nr judged 3>y you or 
by [aiiy] human day. E do no:, even judge myself.” 

The words day here -.ire verj peculiar, but dearly 

ihv idea is ihat of .1 human judgment in ennuast with ihc day 

of che Lord. 

■1 L T’oi j am conscious to myscll of nothing, ye I 1 am 
not justified by ihis jfaisij, but he win: judges me is the 
Lpsd /' 

Before Luther and Calvin had introduced 1 Itc grammatical 
method ol exegesis, even [he great Augustine detached the 
I ii'sl phrase of this verse from Lis context, and, anticipating 
the KJ Li;th‘s1aiio'fk, said, "L know nothing by myself. This, he 
worked into the theory of epistemology thal all leEtrning, 
Whelhci bv iregcne-rale or ,:-n unnegenerate man, depends on 
iru- 3 j.agoi who ell I i uj 1 Lc its every man wlu> comes into (he 
world. AuKtistine’s 1 polemology is excellent, .md hts dc 
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MtightTi, espey nily Lite second half, is recommended reading; 
but his use of this verse is deplorable. There is nothing here 
about :.i general theory of knowledge I'he rtaut'r concerns 
the question whether or not Paul ha# committed Some gram 

sin of blunder. 

The phrase ”1 am conscious of no tiling with respect to 
myself.’’ i! taken with extreme literalness, either in Greek or 
KngHsh. would niriini l am rouse unis that I have done no 
wrong. N"ii human being can be so mn scions; noi merely 
because everyone knows he has done something WTong in >.he 
Iasi ten years, but because he cannot know (hat he has done 
everything righi .a ibe Iasi [wcntyTottr hours. We often,, per 
haps usually, do wrong without knowing it. A textual reason 
against this interpretation is that i:' suth a consciousness 
existed, the smart would indeed be justified; but Paul immedi- 
ately adds, "yet 1 am not justified by (his fact/’ Hence the 
phrase muo mean: ,4 T am nos conscious of any wrong-doing ," 

Naturally this does not refer to all c?l his previous life, 
Paul was acutely conscious that he had done wrong in perse- 
cuting (he early Church. The wrong the verse refers lo would 
he ,l wrong oi hlxmder done in his Corinthian ministry. He 
was not conscious ibai lie had made ;my mbt-ike in founding 
the church in Corinth. IS or is the justification mentioned 
God’s justifies iron of the sinner by faith alone. The justifies- 
tion ibat bis consciousness dots noi produce has lo do with 
his conduct as u steward. For these reasons, ihr verse does 
not teach a doctrine of complete, instantaneous perfection, 
but merely says that P,llu.I made no ministerial blunders in 
Corinth, 

Believing, and probably with good reason, [hat he hail 
made no blunder^, Jftvul cares nothing for human evsl nations 
<il bis conduct. Those who oppose him and condemn him arc 

wrong, tiMi beyond thi*, though m-i so imintdSati-ly appli- 
cable to (he situation, j> ihc fact that he is the steward m 
Servant of the I w>rrL . and it is the Lord, fmh the Coriia t htians, 
who will judge his performance. 



No it parenthetically that Lord is be if a predicate nomi- 
nativm placed before ih? verb. Therefore i< does 1101 have the 
definite article. I bis bears on the el a ini to Dcifv in John 1:1, 
wOkch Jehovah's Witnesses deny. 

5 "Consequently do not judge anything prematurely, 
bet ire the bud cmnes. who will both shed light ..m |h.c bid- 
den tiling of darkiveu mu) make evident the purposes of 
hearts; ,ind then the praise t%"iSl be given to e.ifh by GolI t ” 

i he Corinthians c-inno; see the hearts and motives of 
cither Paul ot che iioubkrit&kA-rs, I hey <-amioi tec.* each 
1 jiher’s motives. How this deitic's them an ability to judge 
correctly is obvious, Hi is principle applies to ctuHfiuporarv 
congregations too. not only with respect to their tenders, but 
■:lsc> with respect <0 receiving new mcruhers into [heir feJ tow- 
ship. Some Congregations el. dm to receive as neve members 
only lliosc who have been bum an-iiiil,. TKe members must he 
regenerate, but this is an impossible ideal, One miniiier said 
(hat God had given him (he gjh of- seeing Oliver men’s heari>, 
■ind therefore all his people were regenerate- whereas our 
inferior conupegalion could nol measure up to his sUintlard. 
The minister in tpiolitm liter abandoned ills wife, split hi- 
church i») r wo, and ran oft wnii junothet woirisn. Otn “snferi- 
or'' congregation accept new members upon ,t credible pro- 
fession of faith in Christ. Our cider', can judge only of whit 
the candidates tell them. Candidates vary in age iurtd imclii 
geiuei Some may not know what (he words ol a professor 
Hie-iii; some may jus: possibly be conscious hypoe rites; but A 
they sound sincere and if they sertn to understand,. we re- 
ceive them as communicint members. 

tj '’ J'Ju-.e things brethren, 1 have adapted iu myself and 
Apollo* because of you, in -order that you rhiglsl i- am hy cte 
ihc [pritu ipie] ’.\ r oi beyond wlw is written. . . .‘ “ 

Here there is 1 slight break, a new paragraph, where, be- 
cause Pin | llh'.s liie wt)(ri brethren* Home commentators think 
that Paul now turns from berating tlie patty leaders and 
addresses the Co-u nth unit in general. 'Ibis is not a necessary 
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1 o:u 'lusinn. At any rate, ii is hardily accurate n> s.i\ dial Paul 
n- ad-tlf esses iiiv readers as brethmi with winning 
Hwirmlb ol feeling.” Ibere may indeed be some warmth, but 
in verse-5 &■ 4. .nut |0, ii is (he Wairnth Of biting sarcasm. 

The point that I’mil hits ceased from speaking l<b the 
k-.iriers -uvi now addresses .JI Eh<- brethren should not be 
overcmph-isized. In one •vense, ill l he preceding jtfgu mein U 
directed to the CoiinlhiartS in genera], for they arc tSic ad- 
dressees. Li may even be ihaL brethren cuiikt be a hint of this, 
but then Paul might addons die leaders is brethren, ii he 
thoughL ritey were not completely irredeemable. 

First, however, “these things’ 1 in 4ib refer to (h<.: partial' 
UrilM k of die situation described in the previous chapter and 
die principles Paul used to judge them. It may be Doled loo 
(hen nli hough Peter And Christ were rncririnncd its cheiptei 
one as reputed leaders of two parlies, die repeated reference 
Ut A polios implies ill at hi? patty w»v l i ■ WOfS(. Nol I : :j t 
Apollo? was to blnm. Here, Paul associates Vp olios with 
film sc Ef in deploring llie fractures in ibe sqclccv. 

KJ translates Lhe last part of the verse as, “that ye might 
team in us nut to think <if men above that which is. written.” 
ttjjV says, ‘’iha: you rnav learn by ui 10 live according 10 
Scripture.” both are poor iran stations, though Kbv bis the 
better sense. KJ errs hi using tin- verb think, which ss not 
found in the text, and also by inserting liie phrase o/' men. 
This iinwi Hon limits (lie scope of the principle. To be Sin e, 
ihr context has to do with judging men in Corinth; but (he 
prim ipk to whi( h T.luI appeals is broader, and here kbV 
ijiiev the good iitterprei.siion of “live according to Scripture." 
fhougb it is a good interpretation, why should :u>i the trans- 
I# 1 ion I'No-re accurately say, “that by us |oi‘, in our case] you 
might learn the (principle] ‘not beyond what is written* "? 

J lie Corinthians, perhaps um^illiitgly, bad followed 
noreni of judgmeru that had not been levealcd. Paul ia?-i?.is 
iii-it Lhcy confine (hcmscb'cs to “what i 1 ? wrtlLeit," certainly 
tv ter 3 jug u» 1 in.- Old Tcstauiciii ,md possibly co as much of 
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the New restament as then (.’•’os t cd. I'ji i s is the sl.j •«■ ;t Pi tri- 
San principle: (bit Bibb' alone ami the Bible in i:ts entirety i:-. 
I hf Ward ol God tvHUen, and to it nothing may be added nor 
from it may anything W uken away. One iwon lor Tin’s 
immediately follows. 

lilt “in order ?ha( one should not be puffed up for rhi. 
one |Apollos?| against the other [ Peter?) .” 

:\ person who l 5 I i Ci ks lie has doe trines of principles, of 
action in addition to wlial written is conceited. Allow one 

man to Ecgis.tare and every man must be granted th* 

authoritv. fhen one conceited preacher attacks another con? 
ceiled preacher, ['here are other and doubtless more impor- 
tant applications of the principle of "Scripture alone/' but 
the application lo conceit is pertinent. 

Hodge lias tru-d to explain the verse as- mc-mhig. “'He not 
p a I fed up one above another/" and he refers to t Thessa- 
lotliatts 5nll, Biswev#. lllcre heis ton haui is in the accusa- 
tive; here huper ton heaos is genii ive, and the genitive im-aws 
rVi hdialf of. Further htip&t is contrasted with ka!n: for and 
against, Filially, if Paul has indeed paid more aitemion here 
to the ardinary members,. and less m ibe leaders, to whom he 
might Well have said, "Don’t be pulled up ofie itbiwe ;m- 
oUu-i," if, ! su y, he is addressing i.hc ordinary members, Ire 
must be urging them not to be puffed up on behalf o < one 
leader against .mother, 

7 The translation bf the first phrase here depends on 
how the argument is ro he understood. K | say'.. “Who 
inaketh thee to differ from another?” NAS has, "Mio regards 
you as superior?” I’hen die Wraf CtUllinuilS, “tfhal do you 
have ih.it you did 1101 receive? Anri ?E yon received it, why do 
you boast as If you hyd not received it? 1 " 

Si range ly, F^ul uses the singular irt die first phrase, .is iS 
he were addressing a single individual. Perhaps this is a device 
lo press thii- question on each reader. In the previous verse, 
Paul had ust'tl the plural. 

“Who makes you different One comim-uiaior assumes 


Chapter ■! 


7 A 

,i negative answer to this rhetorical question. No one makes 
yon different; h-cncc your pride i$ unfounded, H^wei'cr, this 
diics not ij 1 1 tic fit in wilh the riin.iiiidcr o! the verse, and it is 
i icily at Variance with chapter iw< be, as we shall See. k'l us 
ih cn say rather, there arc indeed differences, though mot the 
superiority the Corinthians imagine; and in any t\Asc it js G.od 
who distributes the differences so tluiL no one has reason to 
boast, 

NAS does not give a good sense: "Who regards you as 
superior'?'" The word regards nusse> ilu- sense. I.w the verb 
requires .t causative interpret alitm: Vi'in- makes you superior? 
Whether the word superior i-^ u>cd i >he poorer sense}, or tire 
word different, the answer in any case is God, 

6 "You are already glutted; you are already rich; you 
reign without us. " 

Not only do the fact i Lin.dis ts boast of superiority, they 
have become kings in ihc Messianh kingdom arid have left 
die apostles out. TEsc sarcasm is obvious, and the last phrase 
of die verse Clinches the point. 

ftb "Would indeed that you had become kings that we 
nlso rnighi be reigning with you,” This bitter rateasro puts the 
Corinthians lo shame. 

U “For E think God Isa?, sot forth us apostles jin] last, 
{place] r i Linde in lied to death, in diac wc have become .t sp'-c- 
laclc to I he world, both to angels and men.” 

The meaning oi this verse is otherwise clear, bur some 
raise a question whether all angels, good and bud* are meant, 
or whether only good angels are memi In favor of rhe Litter 
is the fact (htit the word angels, standing atone, never refers 
to *U *ngj 5 ls, not to evil angels, hut always refers to good 
angels alone. Nevertheless the apostles were ;i spec Lade ;o 
good imd evil men, and perhaps m ore lo the evil who dis- 
believed than to the good who understood, 

10 “We are morons I’m Christ's s.ike. but you art saga- 
cious in Christ; we arc weak, but you. are Strong; yOU arc 
highly honored, btu we &re despised." 
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The sarcaim continues. Note Lhat while Paul could call 
himself a moron for Christ's sake, even sarcasm c annul be 
stretched to cliLL Lite tactions sagacious for 0hmt'a take. Their 
motives were differem, and Haul ton a down 3m language to 
iti Christ dia Cktrston versus *n Chris id). 

1 J ■ 1 r i The sarcasm now turns into dreadful iiwr;il state- 
ment] "To r .hit present hour we are hungry and thirsty, we 
lick clothes, we are beaten, and we art home I ess, Ke labor, 
to-diking with ou) own hands; being reviled, we bless; perse- 
cuted, we endure ii- lie iri£ defamed., we entreat {call for 
help?]. We have become die dishwater of the world, the 
scrapings; of all things, to the present moment.” 

Comment can only becloud the meaning and weaken i lit 
force ot this appalling and pathetic passage. 

14-16 “1 do uol write these things putting you to 
shame, but ad mo rushing yurt as my beloved children; fuj 
though you may have ten thousand tutors in Christ, yet [you 
dol not [have] many fathers, for by Christ Jesus through the 
(ki$p< i i have- begotten von, 1 beseech ton therefore to intitule 
me. 

Paul is coming to the end of his argument on faction- 
alism, This, is the Final appeal that they agree in doctrine and 
not split the church with heresy, En addition to the rational 
argument for this, Paul now urges them to remember that he 
is iheir father: other tutors are not. The Corinthians should 
therefore imitate him, 

Vet though Paul claims to be their father in one sense, he 
is careful us qualify the claim., lie did not really beget them-, 
he did not regenerate tln-m. I hey were regenerated by Christ 
through Paul’s preaching the Gospel 

J 7 "For this reason 1 senL Timothy to you, who is my 
beloved and faithful son in Lhi: Lord, who will remind you of 
my Ways in Christ, as 3 teach everywhere in I he whole 
Church." 

Paul continues his personal and theological appeal for 
unity. “For this Tcason" does not mean "■because I am your 
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father- “ Of course, there is the person al context that since; 
Paul is the father of Timothy ;is well as of ihe Corinth lans, 
the latter should receive the former as ihe is brothir; but the 
reason Paul sent Timothy wtiS IO restore units U> the frag- 
mented Corin thiu ns. To aid in this purpose, l imorhy will 
refresh then iu>«- (aim nlenioi ics of Paul's mUI hods til opera- 
i i oh in the ] .end's work. These methods .Paul used everywhere 
in the whole Church. 

IS- 1 ft "On the assumption I am nol coming Ur you, 
-Some Ol you are pul led up: but t shall come quickly to you, 
if the laud will; and E she It know, not ihe word of these 
conceited people, but their farce. " 

[he factional leaders had spread (he rumor thm Paul was 
afraid to return to Corinth, E'h fa strengthened llu-e* conceited 
claims, but, subject Lo divine Sdrcordin.uion, Paul will indeed 
return mul will know or test. not the words and boasts of die 
false fa.ulc-TV, Kul iheir power, I fare, iagas should noi l>e 
translated doctnn i r . for l Jus gives. llie impress k ::i of something 
like the doctrine ol regeneration ur jits lifreal fail; ii. is, how- 
ever, a sort of teaching, hut the reaching of a claim, 'the uoni 
then is the i taint of the false iciu iu-rs to be superior to Paul, 
Note th.il in Lhc preceding sections, Paul is defending his 
personal apostolic authority. He and no one else is t i « e Father 
o\ ihe Corinthian church, Neither the doctrine of the AeoiK’ 

mem, nor the: worldly west: re main m view here. Ihe power 
or strength that Paul will tesL is eioe the power to work 
nritacles nor a strength of virtue, Ijolh oF which Paul’s rival? 
presumably lacked, but their power mri force in extending 
ihe kingdom ol Cod, 

2(1- 2 J "For the kingdom oJ God does not exist in word, 
hut in power. What do you want? Shull l conic to you with :l 
rod ui in. love arid (he Spirit of genilcilCSS?" 

If Pay! is going to u>c i]ie power ..il his rivals in extending 
Lhc kingdom of God, ihe implication is that du kingdom of 
God is die Church, For only the expansion of the Church can 
be i ibserved. Ii obviously cannot be a millennial kingdom. 
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’’Spirii of need n<n be umlersunod as some 

indefinite subjective mood of Paul, ns modem eonnoiatiofts 
and i hr NAS would have ii; but rather the Holy Spirit df- 
set i bed by one of Hi> attributes. There arc several places m 
the New TcStimc'iii where it is difficult ttf) determine whether 
;he Holy -Spjfii is meant c.i ibe subjective spirit of a mart. 
So fii a 1 comparison may help in deciding the p reserci ease, lit 
John 15:26 and I (Sr 1 3, and l John the definin' article 
occurs, and ibis explicitly necessitates '.he intcq-' relation of 
the Holy Spirit, hot does ihe absence of the Article here- 
S'oitud ns to Lliink oi she Holy Spirit 7 Romans S: ! 5, without 
rhe article, would be nonsense ii translated ns “a spiri i ui 
adoption/' This instance is alt the more Forceful i nt v iew of 
the immcdiitiely preceding phra.se, “a spirit of servitude." 
ii Corinthians 4: lli surely refers to the Holy SpiriT And not to 
a subjective mental state, (hough evert with the definite ar(i 
Ji- the o AS wonts to make n subjective. EWs this suggest a 
tendency to reduce the number of references no ;he Holy 
Spirit? If there wferc such a tendency, ir is natural that I hey 
would :-■ consider the present * ei>c. Ephesians 1; 1 7 requires 
Ho stretching of Inc sense to have it refer to the Holy Spirit. 
Ell fn< could "spirit of revelation" Wf mean a man's subjec- 
tive state? Yet, that is the NAS interpretation. LE Timothy 
1:7, When it speaks of “j spirit of timidity, 1 seems to mean a 
subjective stale of mind. Modern thought is averse to the idea 
of an objective spiii? of timidity. A spirit ul' power, love,, and 
prudence can ako be understood as a subjective men ltd sute., 
but i he latter can equally well he under. stood as the Holy 
Spin t who gives power. In Romans 8:15, it may be possible 
to Save the objective reference of even (he ‘"Spirit ol servi 
cude ” ;js referring to tile demons of i Corimhiaos 10:2 1. So 
doubt there are ScwlcsLamcntvfrsts that speak of the spirit oF 
a man; but one must not be hasty in ruling out the Holy Spirit. 

I luis, Paul completes his denunciation ot heretical. anli- 
apoitalii' ti :iders; ‘liis emit, his exhortation that (be Curio ill i- 
jus be of one mind, one judgment , and say the same things. 



Summary; Your ( hutch harbors a ease gF marriage within 
the prohibited degrees of affinity. This is incest. It fa it sin. 
Instead ot being so complacent, you Corinthians shuultl ex- 
cuimminieare the man. 

I ■'3l fa everywhere heard that. . , .’' 

The NAS has chosen a poorer meaning: "'ir is actually 
reported- - , -" Ilohi* can be translated everywhere, entirely, 
act uaily, abs&htivly, speaking geiiCmliy. Paul's meaning is 
that ibr cjsc fa wtfl known, hotbriou-y, public. To say that ii 
s u ally reported 1 " gives tin- impression ihju nos main 

people know it yet. The- following condemnation, however* is 
based On the (act Inal the CorinLhtJii church knew it quite 
well ;tnd were complkrni about si. 

Hr , . there forme uion among you, and such Forni- 
cation i- docs hoi occur among the heathen, lb a-. somcolM 
bus his fa Liner's wife.” 

% sin is neither ordinary fornication wor adultery, buc 
spmttfling much worse than these. Fornication and adultery 
weru common in Co i mi h ii was a rily of prostitutes; but ibe 
intesl in the church was a sin wen the Corinthian pagans auomr 
inaied, Evcnuftwii ting incest brought tragedy to Oedipus, 

“ft) have ;a woman m in tlic New Testa men I regularly 
means so be married to hcif. Tbfa is not true of Diogenes 
UcrtiuS, 13 75. However, in the New 1 estamciil, well John 
4: 1 8 is not i clear-cut exception, The woman had had five 
men ii.c.i husbands), and presumably there were legal cere- 
monies in these five i »te$. “Him whom you riow haw H not 
ytuar man.” Perhaps in tins case, there was no ceremony at 
all. Nevertheless it was not a cite of promiscuity or prostitu- 
tion. It could be called .i common-law marriage, and oF 
course, it was uni incest. 

77 
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J lit- Hill iTi Corinth was incest. Lcv::icals E H- : !J. pcc)3i lLj : r -. 
incest, not only with bid olS relatives,, but .fiso with one's 
step-mother, halF-rister, their children. Uh* wiifc of <m uni le, ;■. 
il&ughtcrdridaw, ,i. brothers wifrj and Sortie others. 

Now, Paul does hot explicitly appeal to ibis Old Testa- 
ment legislation. but on whst pilict basis could he condemn 
■his rclaiionship? No . irgu lire lit s from empirical oSis-crv, a non 
can establish any moral principle. Lee anyone ivhjj wishes ir\ 
“ii frj;i 1 1 1 lllitle i syllogism U> show 1 hkiLi dill’ should not marry 

his gum {even though his .mm were n blood rehiint) or bis 
daughtcr-iitlitw. Nqi c-. uld Paul base- his morality oh Greek 
sensibilities, even though they agreed with hirn on this ptutic- 
ulur point. A moral principle can only be a divinely revealed 
prohibition Or command., and Paul could find these only 'n 
ib<‘ Old E'estameru, fhere is nothing In the New Tcscaruciti 
concerning such marriages, A Christian Imbl either accept 
these Old Testament norms on imesi or acknowledge none at 
ail* 

It’ hat riih implies lis lc ■ she relation pf die Old Tes Lament 
lo i be JScw Testament is most important in other mtuten 
also. Some Christian group® prohibit she use of musical ni- 
si rumen Is in worship services because the New Testament 
d.ssC- nuL authorise them. The Old Testament does. Siplists 
gt nrr..:!l\ deivj that Infants are included in the Afrnhamfc 
( ovenant bo. ause the New TesEinnent does not say so. Pres- 
livicijiins think that the New Testament dearly hn plies it, 
hiu at any rate i be Old Testament is vxplicii. Certainly she 
Nl-w L'csumcni is more explidi on infant baptism than on 
the immorality oJ marrying the wife of your mother's broth- 
er or your deceased brother's wife. 

T i > l hose who disparage the Old TeSLMetit, si must be 
embarrassing i hat Paul ii so vehement, lie not only condemns 
tiu- i nail i lie i h icily condemns the church. Fionv El Corin- 
thians li}'Z r iiy sn u.y infer that the church repented o! trs 
. . ■inplaceocy. ITli: further inference of several commen tutors 
thai (he m;ui wsvs s,ti.H alive when Paul wrote II Corinth Luis 
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cannot he made very clem Horn the text. He may liate 
been. 

2 ' ' And you are puffed up. . . ." 

Copti frfacgnt is really too weak award. I he Corinth laris 
actually congratulated themselves on being so broad-minded, 
rolcrauL, or even Coin passion ale a* to welcome homosexual*. 
This U not comped cm. This is conceit md arrogance, 

21> |L . , . .oi rL hnvc not rather mourned to the extent o-f 
i eni i wing from v our midst :ht- man who did ibis ih:ti£. " 

Obviously, Paul wanted the church to nutria discipline, 
md few twentieth century' diurches do so. 

3-5 "For 3. absent in the body bul present in the spirit, 
have, In the name of our Lord Jesus, already: ..." 

this is ■Hii.h ,i complicated sentence That i: is more appro- 
peiatc to explain the grammatical difficulties before Finishing 
the translation. There arc two possible ways la construe it. 
iind both arc awkward, The first difficulty lies in the verb 
kekrika. What had Paul idre*dy done? Elr^d he already con- 
dem netf the inan? Or had he already decided to hand him 
over so Satan? Ordinarily, the verb mean® to cbnd^iJE, with 
an accusative noun as object. So construed, the text would 
s$y, "1 have already condemned the man who did ihis." The 
objn L is separated from (he verb \ onh ivro words, "as if 
present," Without Question, this would be the translation if 
the remwnder id the sentence couid somehow be fitted m. 

The difficulties with fns construction are, first and main- 
ly* how to introduce die infinitive "to band over "-con it 
dep-end on ?hi- genitive ibsolute? .Second, (here is the iheo- 
logical difficult y whether a congregation or only an apostle 
can hand over ;i man to Satan fcf. E Tim. I ;20), 

The intervening phrases, taken alone, catfse littk trouble, 
"lit die name of our Lord Jesus” goes with the preceding £ i 
naif judged {or, decided)”;, and the phrase "with the power 
of our Lord jesus” attaches to "you b etngas^cm Wed , " How- 
ever, can hvc defend Ehe translation “1 have condemned rliis 
i . . when van are assembled to hand him over to Satan”? 
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I he second construction uses ihc Jess frequent me-cning 
of kefm'kti .iiicl urads: ”1 have decided , . ., Id hand over such a 
P<t$pj)i to' Satan,” This translation v^ouid also unquestionably 
lit e6rrecL if only the infinitive were not three hues, fwcnly- 
sj * words, after the main verb. This is awkward, and to bridge 
i he gup, the com mentis tors who do it this way consider ,H such 
Li one” I fci-n r-Oidnton) Id he a repetition ai the earlier “‘him 
who did tliis, I 'his is possible, but one would hope for some- 
thimg smoother, Mowrvcr. Paul writes complicated sen lent^jh 
and when there are substantial grammatical difficulties with 
one translation, wC nlusl not alErt-w the aesthetics of style to 
bt the controlling Factor. Thus (he iransEatkin must be: 

8-5 1 ’ for f, absent in the body but present in the spirit, 
have, in the name of out Lord Jesus, already rlet ided, wjith 
respect to him who h:is done this thing, when t ou and my 
spirit are assembled togctfeier v.'ith the power of cut Lord 
Jcs.us, to hand over such a man to Satan For the destruction 
of ihn liesh, in order that the spirit might be saved in the day 
of she Lord/' 

In addition lo the grammar, the theology arid the legal 
aspect-- of ih u situation squire some attention,. Whether or 
mu i ongregittjon Msu *■; in uponth- only could hand over a 
m n t.i Sail, ill, the vetse sec sis to say that I ' aid had al read's 
made j judis i:d decision before the case came to trial. 

lodsy, is any minister voices ,i complaint against some* 
one, he is confronted with, Matthew When Clarence 

Edward Macartney asked the Philadelphia Presbytery to rc: 
quest the New York lVeS by tery to investigate EJany Tmerson 
Fosdlcli, the Liberals aJJ stood up on their hind legs and told 
how unscrip (Ural it would he mt them to vote for Mar.iri- 
ney’s motion until .Vl,u artney had personally interviewed 
Posdick. "1 would vote lor this motion/'' said one luckless 
liberal, "it only L3r„ Macartney 1 had observed the scriptural 
Adulations!" Mar .utFiey then produced the extensive corrc- 
spontienct: he fr.td bad bi h Fosdkik^nd the liberals collapsed 
ii: cm l>4i r rimed silence. However, strictly" speaking, there hs no 
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Injunction to follow this procedure in cases ol public sin, 
Matthew is speaking about turn man’s trespass against another 
individual, The matter :.s li private one: n c.ise of pmvmal 
affront. The regulation does not apply to public heresy. 

The Corinthian sinner had not personally affronted Paul: 
nor was he accused of heresy; but his sin was public, The 

COnLc&L shows that it was so Well known that the fact did no: 

need in t>i- Further established. l'hi> would explain .m imme- 
diate sentencing. Then, too, there is Liie matter of apostolic 
iLLiihoriiy, Perhaps an apostle had the authority to condemn a 
man before the trial to-.ik place, and could remain absent in 
tfte bcidy even during she later trial, 

However, if Paul had; already pronounced Judgment, what 
was It-ll for lh-e Corinthian, assembly to-do? Ol her references 
in [lie New Testament seem to indicate L licit only <vn apostle 
and n« !■( um assembly could hand, over a man to Sjian to 
destroy his flesh. If this means death, then obviously ih.c m-m 
was not alive in El Corinthians “j 12. Peter inflicted the death 
penalty in Acts 5:1*1 L In Acts 13:9*11, Paul condemned 
[•Jymus io blindness. 'there is * unit difference. however- Peter 
did not hand over Ananias in order chat he might be syV-ed- 
Panl did. Perhaps this is why the itxi says, "for the dest ruc- 
tion of I lie flesh/’ instead of “for the destruction of the 
body,” in both phrases, bodily punish merct i--. envisaged; but 
as “flesh" :s a word the: New Testament tfitFS- to i hsiractcriae 
-njr sinful nature, whereas "’body 11 would Jure be a literal and 
morally neutral Word, it would seem Tint Paul did iioL pro- 
nounce a death penally, bui in Flic ted some physical infirmity 
Id List until the man repented. 

I lien whai w:ss left for the assembly (o do? U'clf, they 
hud nj purge .hem selves, t ■! their sulIuJ. C onceit and arrogunce, 
They had io dcmcmsirkie their recognition and correct evalu- 
ation of incest. This they could do in t formal congregation J 
meet ing by excommunicating tile man. 

G "Your boasting is nol good/' The- trouble was that ihe- 
Corinthians twisted about ihch utoit views on incest. 
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Possibly iKt- cvcnl-s unfoldc;! ml tlris-ordcri r j its c r Paul divided 
to hand over the man to Satan, then the assembly met as here 
dimpled by Paul; they cKconrmurijGmd him, and at this art, 
God ip I lie ted Paul's punishment. 

(>b “Do you iii -'; know (iiat n in lit- leaven leavens, :he 
whoLc lump?" 1 J he teaveh hen- is not the man in question 
concretely considered., It might even be belter to take it as- 
the boasting. However, the nest two verses show fhat Paul is 
now Speaking idivEtfaClIy, l he leaven illustrates strt irt gene: at, 
The Church should avoid slit, not just ibis one sm. 

1 “Purge; out the < i ! L, j leaven in order That you man he a 
new lump, as V" a Jrc | m piim iplej unleavened." 

The Cnrinthians were Ghristians, saints but not saintly, 
perfect but gross tinners, unleavened but full of corruption. 
This verse, ^<i clear oh this point, aids (he Intcrp retailor of 
other verses where the Scripture speaks of people as if they 
were perfect. The reason liic Corinthians were-- in principle- 
cil-.i!!. is now stated, 

7I> "For indeed Christ our Passover Ii,hs been sacrificed. 1 ' 
Obviously, il the Passover has been celebrated, die old leaven 
had been remo 1 , ed * tew da vs before. This much, the immediate 
>CrsS'i;. hardly needs explanuiLon, hut it is well La note some ini 
plications thru gen beyond the immediately obvious. The first 
thing L- db in studying [He Scripture is to determine the mean- 
log of the icx i, but dim one must compare it with other icxts 
that say much ihc game thing, and ibvti with other texts that 
have :t more- or less dtsi tint relation ship to the subject... Thus m,iv 
:t -ill >■- : i inc bo formulated and its further implications l>t drawn, 
ihi sacrifice of Chri-Sr, >o brie fly moniorwd here, as more 
fiilh described in the Gospels and more fully ckplained in 
K.oinan$„ Here, the sacrifice is connected with cleansing from 
miii its vicarious nature and its satisfaction oi divine jus rice is 
elsewhere suited. 

3 ^Consequent! y jet u* keep the feast no I with the old 
IciLven nor with she leaven ot evil and wickedness, hut with 
the unleavened (bread] of sincerity and truth.'" 
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Ibis is not an exhortation io celebrate the Lord's bnppcr- 
]i ss j. conclusion from the connection between the Passover, 
Christ's death, ;tnd cEearlsirig from sin. The conduct of the 
Corinthians hid been tneonrisrenr with the sign: header of the 
Atonement. Evil and wickedness are here contrasted with 
sincerity and (ruth, Therefore, the Corinthians must cleanse 
them selves. 

9 "l wrote to you in (be kner, , , -" T his indicates (hit 
Fill 3 had written a previous letter. Some critics assert that 
Paul wrote Fdut letter!' to Conrith. For example: 

"In JI Gorin Chians 2;3-i and 7:8. he mentions a 'severe 
letter," the description of which coheres neither with the let- 
ter mentioned in I Corinthians [5:9- 11} nor with l Corim- 
[htan$ itself. Some scholars believe ., . that pa: is of these 
communications have been preserved, . , , In. IE Couni Ilians 
h : 1 4 - : ! rudely interrupts ihe text. When ibis passage is re- 
moved, the material before it fits perfectly with what fol- 
lows, . , , it seems reasonable to conclude that the intruding 
passage is a fragment of the idler referred lo in I Corin 
dii, ms. . „ , There are other places . . . where breaks occur, , „ „ 
Although there is no M<i support for (he four-set iers-to- 
Corinih proposal, it is preferable to accepting I and 11 Corin- 
thians as they are, , , . ,f! 

This ii a typical, not- Loo-extreme example of the liberal 
use of unfettered imagination, When the Eihetal cannot under- 
stand the connection between rwv> chapters, be fabricates, 
without the least bit of MS evidence, whatever itiits his 
fancy. Anything is “preferable lo accepting J and 11 Corin- 
thians as they me 1 '! Note that Hebrews 5-1 is a Long 

parenthesis that could He omitted and 5(10' would f si piT- 
I'ectly into 7:i, but shall we conclude that the parenthesis is 
an interpolation From some unknown source? 

9b-l0 “. . . not to associate With fornicators, nei[ absn- 
luteiy with the fornicators of this world, or the greedy and 

L. TAj 1 Vrtf' T'li&tTirrit: ,fr| {n/ro4KCtt^ W Uf t/Mfal ? U i .itri&lrjrr.. |Jfl (i 
T.'v.jjffcf, 1 MiTrs- Gwvnbrir. Dtckmton Pub. Co., 11 * 7 ". up. J 72 - 2 JS. 
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th ieyej, or idolaters, since then you would have U> Le:-h \ k- the 
world {altogether! 

Although the case un4er discussion was one of incest, 
thiul uses the term "fomtr.iEors 11 [pornoPp Of course, inccsi 
v i kind of fornication , since a biblical tiiDutuige cannot there 
However, in classic ■! Greek par nos frequently, even 
usually, icicrs L<i homosexuals. Other passages, tor example, 
Romans 1-124. St-i-27. very expltdcly condemn h'omwittt^. 
Fur many yearn, even centuries, the Church has had iitilr 
cause to apply these prohibitions in cases of discipline, for 
there was little or no such sin within the Church, but now, in 
the end of the twentieth century, the apostate denominations 
are not only condoning imilaluial ik, they even form homo- 
sexual congregations, II these denominations were not apps- 
1 ;■. Lc , sl they were Christian,. they would pleach hell fire and 
w,'Ln1 these dregs of depraved hitmartuy that against them the 
wrath of God ii-: revealed from heaven., and perhaps by GodV 
grace induce them to cleanse their fifth by the blood of 
Christ, 

J Ju com man :t not to associate with such people js not 
absolute in without qualification. In one's everyday business, 
il is impossible to avoid ill such associations, So long ;ss 
Christians =nc in the world, they < annot escape dealing with 
all sorts of people. Remember shat Christ did nen prav that 
we he l ak; rj out of the world, but that we should be kepi 
I rum evil. The command in i Corinthians, on the coni rary, 
forlsids the Church to have fornicgiors, Iwimuscxuals, inces- 
tuous persons in its membership, file Command also covers 
Other sinners- thieves and adulators, Hodge remarks that this 
is the earliest known instance of the use . ■! tin Word eid& 
loitttres. Liddell and Scon give m> ctvriM jnsJtUII.ee- 

II ’But how E wrote to you not to associate il uWOSi-e 
called a brother h. a fornicator, or greedy, or mi idolater, or a 
revile i", m a drank, ot a thief, nor even to eat with such a 
person," 

E'his is somewhat repetitious. J lie verb ,% l wrote," which 
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COW Id be stretched in translation to "l write," because of the 
word J, nmv," presumably mean-4, ilot a previous letter, but 
i he previous verse, Paul wants the meaning of 5;9-10 u» be 
per fectly dear, 

The main idea Is that the prohibition relates u> professing 
Chriidmu- Chtid an- with the Pharisees, but obviously not so 
as to give the impression Ehcy were Christians. The .command 
here is to avoid rating with professed Christians who commit 
these sins. 11 John 10 vs simlar. 

3 2-lg "‘For why should I judge those outride [the 
Church f? Do you itol judge those Within? God, will judge 

those outside, Lxcommiitakatc Lhe evil man from among 

■ 1 

you . 

With reference In 3:3, note that here too fcrcWn has its 
usual meaning of judge. The g-jiicnoc is aoi so much a reason 
for what Fuji has just said, but rather for what he ha-. not 
said, After hi?- insistence on discipline in the Church, some- 
one might ask Paul about judging ihe even worse sinners 
outside. Paul replies that God will Lake care of them. This 
idea sls*> supports Paul's refusal to prohibit cemduciing ordi 
nary business wit!: unbelievers,, [he phrase "Dp you no< 
judge those within? 1 " may seem strange in view of the fact 
that the Corinthians had. not judged the incestuous mem Ex- r, 
bui piobahty jn the recent past, they had exercised some 
discipline in the Chur; h. Ihey admitted the principle, al 
least, even if they bad now neglected their duty. For dli its 
Faults, is seems that the Corinthian church exercised disci- 
pline better than many professing churches today. 

Moie that ihe command ''F-xcomnninicate Lhc ev sl man 
From among you,' 1 with ihe exception of the imperative Verb 
instead of the future, is a verbatim quota lion from Deuter- 
onomy 2 l:“ (LXXj. Her-- again the Old restamcni applies in 
New Testament Christians. 
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Summary; Christians should not bring c; 1 - il sui's ugainsl 
ochd Christ Ifins be fort- n pagan judge. Since the saints ^viEl 
judge .in pels, they are i'umpfh'nt io decide such casts toi 
Lltcne. The menliox; <j. I" theft me! embt-xilemcnt leads Paul to 
warn lhe CoriiKbiuns u&rin&l a Variety of siiii. 

1 "Qoe* any nrii- ■: i : yn >u who has u ea^agamsi another 
dare: so be judged before the unjust arid not before saints? 1 ' 

Lhe verb "Does anyone dare’’ seems to suggest that '.lie 
Corinthians already were at leas! dimly aware that they 

should not lake other Christian* to caun Roman lawyer- 

incited i he jews to sen It- questions of properrv among them- 
wives; cun u ::■ doubtful that ihss Eat t was lhc basis of Corin- 
ihj^n opinion. Certainly it was not Lhe basis of Paul’s .irgu- 
inent. : I begins by Contrasting Lite unrighteous heathen 

with the viirtis and continues by stressing tlu- prerogative* of 
Lhe latter. 

2 "Oi don’t you know tha't the saints will judge the 
World?" 'Iliis idea is also found in Daniel ~:22 n M.urhcw 
Mitt, l..ukc 2&3ti. and Revelation 2:26-2?. 

2b “Arid il lhc world i% judged by you jin the fULute] , 
..u’e you incompetent in trivial mniiers [in the pres%nl?'' 
Knie ritin usually means "tribunals/’ but verse 4 seems to 
require “matters 1 '' of judgment. 

Paul's i rgutnen l here may puzzle us. especially •! the 
■•■■■(jicls iiKerted in the square brackets be Stressed. Is we shall 
in the future be competent to judge the world, does it logi- 
cally follow that we are now competent, to judge anything? 
Justices Marshall and Taney were competent to judgje many 
complex mattery; bur when they were infants two years old, 
they were not com pt cent la judge anything. The dJ TFlCUtl iy i k . 
all the more faring because Paul had already described ihe 
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Corinthians .is infants. Commentators usuallj dodge ihts 
iliffii ulcy. 

The soluliou is probable or posribly as follower To con- 
tinue the d lust rat tan ol Cbrel Justice 3 anti , one may ,i.;k. ii 
agt fifty, he was competent to sit on the Supreme Court, 
at the age ol twenty- five was ire nol Competent to be a jus-lice 
ol the peace? N(»te that verse 2 h a question. Paul does not 
s.iy that Julure ability logically implies a. present ability half 
way up lhc scale, but rather (bat future ability is ordinarily 
anticipated with lesser competence at an earlier age. After all. 
tin Corinthian^ may have acted childishly, may Have and did 
* undone sin. Lrtd w< ic spiritual ii* 'ants, btu a* business men, 
they had a ^uffkient grasp of property rights to judge In --such 
rases-, Would the Corinthians have answered “Xo” to Paul's 
question:? 

9 “D n’l you know that we shad judge angels, not >•• 
mention matters in tlris life?” dlefijr (not lo mention) is a 
h.ipnx legomerron. in oilier words, the word occurs mil y here 
in the X'ew Testament. 

Although there are several verses. -referring to the saints’ 
judging the world, there is no other Lo lhe saints' judging 
angels, Hebrews 1:14, “Ail they not all ministering spirits 
st iii out as servants, for tlm sake <ii those who will inherit 
salvation?’" «u»v suggest ill at men who inherit salvation are 
propei judges of their servants; but how ilitu are Lo juilr.:c- r 
whether they are to judge both good and bad angels, or only 
o)le group or lhe other, and when this judgment shall take 
place with whsi results, sue questions unanswerable at 
present, 

4 l T l you have | civil] casts ir-ojiceming ibis life, <lo you. 
scat td> judges] those who are despised by lhc church?” 

Again kt;t< !T(i can mean ■eithcT a court or a ease. Since the 
Corinthian church did mu have courts, but used pagan 
courts, lire word here muse mean cases, Some of the confu 
Siui! is, due Eo the fact that the same preposiiimi to Greek 
nuv,n\ both m md b v . H i,3k verse :-s translated, ''Do you sen 
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i hose in the church who rnv fepised?” the impJkatioii 
would be ch:u ihcrt: were church courts for , ivil eases, but 
iherc were not, Paul is arguing that there should be. Hence, 
the other iramkiiion makes much better sense: uu para- 
phrase) It you have civil rases, as you iqo often do, do you 
accept the tie's pised pagans as judges? Which t of course, they 
had been doing. Otherwise, it would be necessary m suppose, 
Hot only that the Corinthian church had courts for civil ea.«s, 
but that they were so stupid m to select as judges tin- most 
despised members in the church. Surely, [his is an impossibly 
interpretation, 

5-G ”1 Say this to shame you, Is it so. that ihcre is 
among you no wise him who can judge between (one man 
and] his brother? But one brother :s judged by another 
brother and this before unbelievers, 11 

Paul sh antes tliem, by pointings out the contrast between 
(heir conceited claims to wisdom and tha admission, implied 
by then practice of appealing to heathen judges, that there 
are no ■wise men among thern. 

7-8- "It is already an absolute defeat bar you Lhat you 
haw court cases with each other, Why riot suffer injustice? 
Why not rather be defrauded? But yon commit injustice and 
defraud, and this your brothers.” 

J he idea <»i ’ids passage seems to he: it is a disgrace to sue 
a Christian m a secular court; it would be better to US* a 
church court, However, it is already a step backwards in SiuiCh 
dficadbn to sue at alt. ft would be better to kt [he thieving 
Christian keep hts loot and so heap coals of lire upon !us 
hod (Rom. I 2:20). Of course, (his dots not excuse ihc 
Chris Lian thief: he ..ornmns sin in defrauding anyone. 

However, this is not the whole story, One might at first 
think that this parage rules nut all 4 ivil courts as well, t his fs 
not HO. Qnr Lord, Himself, pave provisions for ecdtSlSastical 
Courts, Whether he was thinking ol properly rights or orth of 
personal grievances, Matthew 18:15-18 does not make clear. 
It docs make clear, however, iIi.il 1 1 die accused refuses Et> 


Ch&pttr fi 


m 


accept the decision of the ecclesiastic -d court, lie is to be 
considered a publican and maty he brought before a civil or 
criminal court- Pawl, himself, appealed to the Btom-an courts, 
and insisted on hii rights as a citizen, against she charges of 
the Pharisees and SadduCCCs. 

Ml ”Or don't you know chat the unrighteous shall not 
inherit thy kingdom of God? Ho not be deceived; Neither 
fomicatovs, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, ru>r 
homosexuals, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor 
re viler*, nor swindlers, shall inherit the kingdom of God, And, 
■ucri were sonic of you. hue vou were washed, btU you were 
sanctified, bul you were justified in the name of the Lord 
Jesus Chris; and in the Spirit of our God.' r 

Neither the translation nor [he interpretation of the first 
IWO of these verses causes art-v difficulty, A rcftrtrttt back to 

H" 

5i9, however, may be made, in that the words malakoi and 
xrxrtujkoitGi are much more pointed words for homosexual- 
ity than ill* word po^ifjs oF the earlier passage. If the apos- 
tate denominations want congregations of homosexuals, why 
do they roe also establish congregations of practicing prosti- 
luLes and the murderous Mafiosi? 

At these verses, the liberal commentator, E. M, Robert* 
son, says that “Ihere arc no binding rules for a Christian He 
cannot say that such and such behavior is forbidden" (p, 50). 
Surely no intelligent student can get this situation ethics out 
of Paul. Homosexual iiv is most definitely forbidden, both 
here .-md in Romans 1:27- 1 here is aljo the Old Fescanieiic, [p- 
which Paul appeals as much as he does to his own aixjsiulh 
authority. What docs this commentator think the Ten Cora- 
man dm £n IS were for? What reason can he give why Paul 
wrote chapter five? It is incredible how ridiculous liberals can 
be. 

The eleventh. v*as* contains a small difficulty. There are 
three verbs: washed, sanctified, jndjufiiJiW- Many com men- 
i.dton, take these verbs as distinct ideas: mvW means bap- 
tism, and the other two refer to two distinct stepi in an 
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incUvidtiaTc Vet, is so. it is strange that jits tincation 

Follows sarteti ficitlion. Ofle calAnkiltMor want* to und.LT- 
sund ww<t justified its ii-'-j'.- tnotie righteous. Not only is this 
m vari-tnee with the regular usage ol dilwfajfr, but if so taken 
Ll is no longer dhrinel From s.inrl i fie intern . mi apparently 
imii erst amis the Lhree verbs as expressing one ■comp rehen sis’ e 
idea. This seems bust. FH rthcr, masked hardly men ns baptism, 
but rather unshed in (In* bf&wt of the Lamb. Were ia*ictified 
f jo r i SI Leitsi ) eai idol mein subjective and perfect mend 
itchievrmtflii, fui that was still future to those Corinth ians, 
but rat her mean.' set vp.nr as holy. Justifies Hon can mean 
vtJi.n it me.m- in Romans and Galatians, wbhotn -ceimideri ag 
it to in 1 mentioned in reverse order, 

J 2-! 3 “ALL things are permissible i or me, bui eioi a!! are 
advantageous* All thirty are permissible For me, but E will not 
be overpowered by any, Foods for the SCorti.i. k .infl the 
stomach lor foods: !uu God will abolish both it and them. 
The body is vmi for fornication, but for the Lord and the 
Lord For the body,” 

There is a connection between G;.S-L3 and C:l£ f f , , but 
there is ;i slight break that might suggest & new paragraph.. 
The conned ion is that in both parts, Path is disc Lessing vari- 
ocis suit. However* wtwicas l>:9- i I is direct condemnatiim ol 
.sin, (»: 12 IT. give* reasons for avoiding these sin* and exhorta- 
tions Us ri(> so. 

Tire earlier pari pul considerable emphasis on sexual sins, 
mentioning them four times io one mention each of six other 
sins. The present part begins with Food and. leads into further 
references to fornication. The connection dr food wills fomi- 
car ion, which may <u Got seem ,i strange cotnbf nation, 'its in 
the fact that In:. ih ; S re bodily .sc r i % :rics. Therefore, with these 
suitable c samples, Fan! will d:s< uss lhc Christian use of the 
body. 

When Paul begins by iiiji ch-at all things are permitted, 
Someone might Lh ink (hat iormcutieui is also permitted* evert 
though 3t might not be ad van L ageems.- Of OOUfflC, (In- whole 
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Bible show* il.-it ilnv is ridiculous. Vet a jump (railing itself 
Cdmpus Christians. and operating m sonic* universities, luis 
said i bar Christ broke .11 the Ten O.niiii'unridmciti.s so that we 
would not have 16 keep them. Similarly, the Association for 
the Advancement of Christian Studies, centered in Toronto, 
relieve us of obeying the Commandments on the ground :;hat 
they were historically conditioned And do not apply to the 
twentieth century {its if marriage and private property existed 
only in the time of Moses). Such examples are tern elusive 
evidence that I Corinthians must he applied today, 

When Paid therefore says ail things arc permitted* iiC 
means all types of action. Fornication is Forbidden, hut sex- 
ual intercourse is not forbidden. Sexual intercourse is per- 
mitted by law -md its legitimacy is asserted later in 7:1-7. 

I he use of the word ait in the New Testament has con- 
fuse d those who do not stop to ask L all of what? This is how 
some people try to refute the limited atonement and mis- 
understand (he plain meaning of LI Peter 3:9. in Luke. 
Augustus taxes ail the world, hut he did not tax the Incas in 
Pent- 1 Timothy says God desires ah men to be saved, but 
the opening verses show that Paul is referring ro all classes of 
men. Thus in tile present case, Paul asserts that all types of 
bodily motion are permissible, such as walking down (he 
street nr bending the index finger. However, contracting the 
index finger on the trigger of a loaded pistol pointed at your 

mother-in-law is not permissible. 

Some commentators take pun fa to mean *11 a chop born, ail 
indifferent actions, actions that arc neither commanded nor 
forbidden. This suggestion fits in well wiLh such things as 
meats, but is ruled out by the context on fornication, For 
sexual intercourse with harlots is forbidden and with one’s 
wife is com minded. 

Though all types of action are permitted, Paul wilt not be 
overpowered or ruled by anything. The verb is also found in 
Luke 2 2; £5, where those who exercise aulhonty are called 
benefactors; it is Found twice in 7-1 14* and nowhere else. The 
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cn carting is (.tear: Paul will go to the Olympic games, if he 
wishes, but he will 1 1 ■>] Income sUth a Sports fan that he 
forgets everything else. Or. he will enjoy a thick beefsteak, i: 
he can afford. it, for the stomach's- fundi -n is 10 receive food. 
Vet, in i he rcgencra! ion {Matt. 19:28):, God will abolish the 
SLulnach and its food both will he destroyed. 

Most Greeks ami some Christians applied the same princi- 
ple to Hex and condoned fornication. Well, Indy, sex ;h # 
bodily function, but the body is For the Lord and fornication 
is forbidden. 

14-15 "Now God has raised the Lord and wili raise us 
lr> his power. Do you not know that your bodies are parts 
of Christ? Shall I (hen take away pans of Christ aild make 
them parts of it prb&muie? Let that never he:” 

'l in- re fore nee to The resurrection is here appended co the 
ideas tha,t God will rlrsUoy bosh stomach and food T and that 
the Ejt vela 1 belongs Lo the Lord. Just whal the body will be 
alter the rcmhetliofi, when both food, and sex are abolished, 
is ,i m.cici more fully discussed, later. Obviously, we shall be 
more intellectual and |i‘-,s emotional and co ipo-real than w: 
are now. At dtis point, however, the main Eden concftB* 

fornication. 

Probably she verse should not be u.iken as an argument 
against fornication., in lIic sense mat it proves fornication to 
be wrong, If it were so taken, it would be: the Christian is 
pari of Christ, and since 4 prostitute cannot be a Chris- 
tian, . . , but what is the conclusion? Study one cannot valid 
iy conclude that a Christian cannot commit foimicaiiiam If 
one identify lIu conclusion as; a Christian ciHgftf not to com* 
iitic fornication, the argument would he invalid because the 
conclusion contains a term, ffcu is nor in the premises, 

fherefore, it is best not to take the verse as a proof that 
fofuicai ion is wrong, Els evil character is accepted from ihe 
fen Com m.ui-dm cuts, and [his WlfStf alld the next point ou! 
conclusions of this accepted fact. 

l-S-t? “Do you net know lha! he who is joined lo .1 
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harlot Is one body j with her] 7 For it says. ’The two become 
rute flesh? But he who is joined to the Lord is one spirit 
[with him] 

Aga*n> these verses arc exhortation, or .it most ■. $fate- 
ment about i'ne phase of sexual relationship, rather than .i 
proof that forriititliOA is wrong. Note that ii is not wrong for 
,i man. though .i part of Christ. to become one flesh with a 
worn an. t lie Old Testament captation rcl'eis to legal and 
holy marriage. However, on the previous scriptural com- 
mands, it is wrong For a Christian to become one flesh with a 
harlot. The Corinthians had probably not connected (his p;:ic 
of Old T« lament tcuching on marriage with the- common 
practices around them. Therefore, this particular idea k 
appropriate For an exhortation. 

IS “Flee Fornication. Every --in thin a man does is out- 
side the body, wul the fornicator sins ay, i ins L his own both 

A Few verses above , the biblical use o' the word alf was 
I Lined- Here tdoufE n the singular (every, pan), ;s a general 
statement limited by ,m exception. in this- case, the exception 
immediately follows. In other cases, the limitation may not 
be so obvious. Yet jusL because biblical usage state* -i general 
truth first and adds a limitation later, we, who arc accus- 
tomed io ihe Eng3i>h usage ihat ,i void- gene ralfoatio ns rules 
that hold cutty for the most part- by i nd tiding the exception 
in the sutcracii! itself, should n-ni accuse the Bible of not 
■.stating the truth. 

Another question arises, Granted that fornication i> not 
"‘olitsid e the body" and that it is y sin "against Ills own 
hotly is It the only such sm? l.v it Lhc only exception to the 
general iuIc? Wh.it about drunken nest, known to Paul of 
course, a ltd heroin addiction, fortunately unknown to Paul? 
Are these mot hiiis against ihc body? The explanation is that 
white drunkenness, and drug add it i ion. arc -fo*. against the 
body, they are the- result of a mtniN using external objects to 
hJi* his body. In Fornication, the man uses lbs body itwtt 
The hum, the on .gainst his. body, is not quite as physical 9 $ 
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in the other cases. Aside from venereal disease,, fornk.Llion 
hib no particular bodily effects, ["he cFFects are p*vcho- 
logicuL spiritual. and theological. The sin unites in one body 

ihe u vo persons involved, and this union is incompatible both 
with the union of a lawful marriage and with union with 
Christ in one spiritual or "mystical" body. The fnl lowing 
verses support lilts explanation. 

19-20 "Don’t yon know flv.ii your body is. the temple of 
the Holy Spirit irt you, and ih.tr you are not your own? For 
vent have been bought with a price. Then glorify God in your 
body-" 

'I he MAS chooses the poorer translation here as iL did in 
Je 16, Definite predicate nominatives that precede tin.: verb do 
not lake tltc article, Therefore, “your body is the [not a] 
lemple of God/’ Fornication then is a desecration of God’s 
KnnpJe. The Spirit dwelt* in ihis temple because it ii His, This 
temple; that is, we Christians, have been bought with a price, 
i be precious blood of Chili,!. What other conclusion can there 
be except tha! wc should glorify God in our bodies? 
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1-16 Summary t There art advantages in Wing unmar- 
ried, but I; is better to marry tha' t lo sin. Marriage, howcvei, 
imposes several obligations. Sexual relations' are uue j , preserv- 
ing rin- marriage is another, When one party is :i Christian and 
ibc other is not, ihc Christian should not dcnei i the pagan. 
Cuntimiing tin: relationship m;n lead to the coincrsiprt of the 
unbeliever,. 

I “Concerning the things you wrote about, ii is good for 
» man not to be bound to a woman. ' 

Kj and MAS 1 ratvdaic tl, “it k good For a man iiol to 
touch ;t woman," with the implication that svxuaE intercourse 
is the main idea, Now, it is imc that itapiv or hapt&mtii can 
mean it-xuaJ intercourse, but the basic meaning is to fasten oi 
hi ltd. The lexicon gives: grasp, engage in, touch, set to work, 
perceive (grasp with the senses), set on lire. The basic mean- 
ing is best. Paul is no. longer condemning fornication; he is 
liiscusririij. marriage. Furthermore,, Lhe Idler lliiil the Corin- 
iliii-bni bad written to Paul probably did not mention fornix u- 
tion, For they did not take iL seriously enough. Rather, they 
to be concerned with a 'present distress.” men itemed 
below in “:2d. The advice of Lliis chapter, aside from uni- 
versal divine law, does not jppU without exception : it is 
restricted to similar situations, ‘E'his lk important to note as 
[he comparison of marriage with celibacy continues. The 
verse says it i* good nut to marry, 

Paul is uol condemning marriage. (!) It is unlikely that 
.my Jew who accepted the Ohl Testament would do so. 
(2) The nest verse approves of marriage; {5) i Timothy 4: 3 
condemns those who forbid! marriage- (4) Hebrews Dk4 says 
ihi.u marri; ir-t is honorable. (3j Genesis 2: Ifi showy that it is a 
divine institution. (6)1 Timothy 5; 2 may merely require a 
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bishop to avoid polygamy, .-ind this can he done by never 
marrying -31 all; but it can also he takeii to mean that a bishop 
must be a married man, for ihc fifth verse says,, if be cannot 
rule his oVvrt house,, how can he lake care of the church of 
God? hi any ease, marriage is approved, but in the situation 
at Corinth, it was expedient not to be married. 

2 "But because of Fornication let each man have his own 
wife, and let each woman have iter own husband." 

This may iWL be 1 lie most excel lent fCascMi for mArryinR. hut 

in Giiniuhian societies,. where Piety ba$> ;irid dominate 

so many mi tub, it is ti sufficient rt^Kn. 

3-G '"Let the man discharge his obligation toward his 
wife, and similarly the wife to her husband. The wife docs 
not have authority over her own body, but Lhe husband. 
Similarly ihe man also doe* not hav e authority over dis own 
body, but the wife. Do not deprive each other, except by 
agreement, temporarily., in order to have leisure for prayer. 
,md iherc come together again in order that Satan may not 
li-mpl you through your lack ol sdf-ccmt.ro]. This 1 say by 
way of indulgence, not as a command,” 

l he letter the Corinthians had wriuen to Paul must have 
concerned a tendency lo ascetic ism rather than a concern 
about fornication. Ascetism is An expected minority reaction 
in situations of general licentiousness. This reaction also de- 
veloped later in Romanism and gave rise to nunneries and 
celibate priests. Paul denounces these ideas, Conjugal duties 
are to be discharged. The two are one flesh. 

In view of contemporary demand? for abort ion it is inter- 
esting to note that the New Testament disallows one of the 
women libbers’ 1 frequent Argument s: Should not a woman 
have control over her own body! The answer is. No. So far as 


!. Tub ot tfciret rentiirics Jfum iiqu . if loraeortr should com? upon this 
■.olyrrir fi Jrt ±11 I i.jtfe, hr may W pAUHtcd tJV «h? i Ufil*»lpt«W¥ ftVtJK ''WiJHKn 
tiWwri," latter* arc pfirpbr v-ho want to be !i!i< nicil. Konun'i Lib. at !V pm- 

rrt[ i : , ii -i frii,-,v+r*r ill mririU-rfi arp-iuoiS (hr sail right jmMnlic oily with 

the rubitqwn: murin' of iJic -diild Mtm'-rl, 
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married persons arc concerned , Paul points <>tn some mutual 
rcsponsibilnie-s- One of lhe purpose* O# marriage is EO beget 
.: itt’i rear children, A wife has no right to dent Iter husband 
-,hts ftiUilimem cd the marriage obligatum, As for coiticm^ 
iitiy unmarried abortionists , ii is dear that ihyse women bad 
previously decided what to do with their bodies. Thai is how 
they got pregnant , I hey should now be held responsibly and 
prevented from committing murder, 

tt'aih reference so sexual relations m marriage,, Paul does 
tun merely permit such, lie insists, "ha; neither husband nor 
wife shoulel defraud the other. They may refrain semporjrily 
b\ mutual t on sen: For Special periods of prayer, but they 
mu > i f&unn ept tu #utv- t to the same thing. Such icroporan- 
abstmeiwe is aJso found in the Old T^tamcnr ritual., fhat 
this ritual symbolism should be couiinwcd in the New J esta- 
ment jti a\ seem strange, leu the time involved would not 
much increase the amount of leisure, but at any rate, lhe 
Abstinence must be emly temporary, Foi otherwise Satan will 
tempi one party or the ocher to adultery. 

f be final pbdK, "I his i s.tv by way of indulgence and 
rsoi as a command/' raises lhe question of what is meant by 
mdul pence. The demonstrative f«r* cannot refer to anything 
IblJowing because 7:7 is a sort of conclusion and T-.B begins a 
pew paragraph, therefore, this .must refer to something 
previous. 

ihere , 3 -e ibrec possible references. (l)Yotir coming 
toother attain is by indulgence, This interpretation is irn pos- 
sible because coming together again is a command, (2) Verse 
!, “Let. each man have his own wife " may be by way ol 
indulgence. Of course, verse i cannot be the refeteitcc be- 
cause if a man ii married, be !,? commanded not tu neglect his 
wife. In. favor of verse 2, is Ehccovrii.de ration that marriage is 
not absolutely commanded for everybody. Against this refer- 
Cn.ce is the fact that i ltsi- Ii is Talker lar removed front verse 
2, (3) The i bird possibility h that temporary abstinence is 

permitted, not commanded, 3 his makes good sense, and iis 
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position is nearer than vcrjc 2 to the detnonstraiLve thri. 
Furthermore, this interpretation (fmovtF the strangeness of 
finding u hi! of Old Testament risuut in the New Testament. 
Paul clj-oi not forbiel certain Oirt Testament procedures. For 
jf ii'.S. he si ill •nllnv.v-rL Hrcumdsinn; and he did Hot require 
them [<> cat pork, He fotfefldc them to fort-L' others- to abstain 
Fto tn fsork. This interpretation, that temporal y abstinence h 
l>y indulgence and nor by conn man d, is a tittle Awkward:, 
howler, because the phi use is only a dependent clause,, su1>- 
ordinate to the main trlca of verse &, The reader may judge 
for himself; but it -seems chat the awkwardness in 7:3 is Jess 
of a difficulty than the distance back to verse 2, 

7 'i wish t h.i ! . i i I men were as l am. iJyl each has his 
own gift from God, one man this, another that.” 

"Hue fir it phrase leads some commentators 10 conclude 
lhat Paul hart never married, Odf aipmpnt is that it is impoi?- 
s LbJo to place Paul's marriage after the stoning of Stephen. 
How ■ever,, rhere is no reason at all For such an assertion. 
Furthermore, ■ is not impossible that, :ili hough young, Paul 
mry have married before the stoning of Stephen. If " consent - 
tng lP in Acts U2: 2Ci means that he had veried fc?r Stephen’s 
death in the Sanhedrin, he must have been married, for all 
the members of the Sanhedrin had to be. The other arid mote 
likely interpretation of the presort! verse is that Paul was :t 
widower, 

8-fj H l say to the unmarried and the widows, it is good 
for them if they remain as E am. But if they Cannot control 
themselves, let them many-, for it » better to marry Than to 
hum [with passion]," 

Some commentators nsr: this verse also to .suggest that 
Paul barf nevei married, Meyer insists that fljitmow (unmar- 
ried) is both masculine and tcmintne and. chat ka i letF ki-ta\S 
should he translated "’and especially the widows' 1 '; from 
which he concludes ihac Paul had never married. Ibis is ob- 
viously bad logic. Aside from the logic, the grammar is not 
the best. '] me enough, GgarHoh can refer both 10 men and 
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women; but hat itl this phrase is very iwkwjrd us eipedatty: 
it is simple and. Hence the rimer grammar is “unmarried men 
.! mi widows.' ' The word unmarried enav indeed include 
others than widowers. In the Corinthian situation, ii surely 
includes unmarried young men. Vet to speak to all unmarried 
ram, young men and widowers, and to widows (unmarried 
girls are considered later) hi the same sentence shows nothing 
of The status of the speaker. 

Ii these two verges, -.laced a universal principle, ihc-y 
would cteprecLite marriage and make celibacy spiritually 
superior. However, two reasons oppose this interpretation. 
First, cm rhi-, interpretation, verse 9 would not merely dc ni- 
gra Lc marriage, ii would reduce marriage to the brute level of 
copulation and nothing more, hut such is not the biblical 
view. No! to mention the many passages- in the Old Testa- 
ment. Find, himself, in Ephesians 5:22^3 i>Vs. “The husband 
is the head o! the wife .is Christ is the head of the Church.” 
Then, Second, is we have seen, widows, ii dpi widowers. are 
die subject of t be argumeirii, rather than unmarried girls, 
w hose situation is taken up inverses 2$ and 36. 

The actual complications in Corinth should be kept in 
ns bid- l-'bsr. there was. some asceticism (probably), because of 
which Paul advises marriage in ordinary cases. Second, then- 
w-.s a great amount of lasciviousness, because of which Paul 
bad inveighed aggins-E fornication and hffiftr says it is better to 
marry thaa to bum with passion, and, third, there b some 
"present distress," presumably imminent persecution, during 
whbdl it would be better not to ||e married. I'his tail unusual 
circum Stance accounts For much of Paul's pulling language 
in this chapter, fcven SO. in spite of [he added dangers an d 

’I heartbreaks attendant cm persecution, it is better to 

marry than to commit fornication, For marriage and tragedy 
jrL- not sin. hut Fornication is, 

10-11 "Now io ihe married I command, not l, but the 
E.:-rd. that the wife should not desert her husband but if sbe 
separates, hi her remain unmarried or be reconciled to her 
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busb, nd and that the husband should not dismiss his 

wiFe,’* 

After recommending people to remain unmarried because 
of Lhc present stringency, it is natural to say something about 
those who are already married. There! ore. Fay] gives a divine 
command-; He eon trusts this Command with his personal ad- 
\ ice. Two prubkms arise: 1. 1 ) Does Paul here admit that he is 
nut .inspired, as the tihcmU would havr it; .m-d (2) When and 
how did the Lord issue this mru m rind?" 

The second point is of lesser importance and can lie dis- 
posed of first. Where did Paul learn id the command? There 
arc I'oUi pOiSthi lilies. ( I ) If any of die Gospels had been writ- 
ten by r h-is lime- md the dtucs ssswiifl w die Gpspeb arc 
earlier now th.m tiny were in rhe first quarter o£ ihis cen- 
tury Kiul could have read the explicb command. This is not 
.i good ex.pl, ion. for strictly speaking there it no vxpt&ii 
command mil I he present miration. (£) Again, if any of the 
Gospels had been wriUen, Paul may have deduced Lhts com- 
mand from Christ^ general teaching on man i*ge. Also, ir 
would dot require Paul exceptional in Lelicclurd attainments 
to draw this conclusion. (3) H anyone dislikes logic, or with a 
greater show of logic, if anyone daH'r- the Gospels later, one 
may say with Meyer that "Friul knew from llw living voice of 
'.rat! in on what ■ c mi inand* Christ had given concerning di- 
vorce. " I i:>t, this is not a case of divorce, Second, why 
should ooe appeal to u'aditirjji? Tradition is not only fallible, 
‘•u: for Paul i UVS super fl urn as. (4) Direct revelation ts .be 
fourth possibility. Paul was an apostle, oti a par with Old 
Tesumirn; prophets; God spoke to him directly- Ji the word 
L&rii does not refer in Christ during lbs earthly Life, the Old 
I'estii.rncni would be a fifth possibility, but probably t Ire 
second of lhese five is the best guts*. 

Noh'j as to the iirst and more important question;; name- 
ly, dots the contrast between concession and command 
imply thjjt Paid was not divinely inspired at this point? The 
same applies lo terse (i above and vctsCS I 'l and 40 below. 
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rhe conclusion that fcul w** only partially inspired, and 
perhaps that we cannot tell just when he was and when Ini was 
:mi, n .‘in unnecessary conclusion. 1 he doctrine of inerrancy 
guarantee the truth of all Scripture. Paul said that he offered 
some advice that was less than :i tSnine command. His state- 
ment is inspired ansi Inw. Thetc is no diminution of or limita- 
tion to inspiration. Tin- remark* are inspired advice. Yet they 
, : r r oft\\ advice because ii is no sin to do otherwise. The present 

verst, a divine command, is no more inspired than the prflv ious 
.id vie : but it is not advice. !l ban inspired command: the wife 
Ls obligated to remain with her husband, rhe situation has 
nothing to do with adultery, in which case Lhe innocent parly 
may divorce the offender. 1 1st- present dangerous sltuaiirm caa- 
nqt be used as ,i ground For divorce or even For a separation. 

However, nil wives do not obey this cornmand. Such 
dusvT t l l ts are then under obligation to remain Unmarried; and 
in case the husband mimics the separation, he is to remain 
unmarried. Hopefully, in either case, (hey may come together 
again. The word is, be reeonciiedr Docs this signify that the 
separation occurred because til some domestic annoyance 
nnher lh:*n because of persecution? Ji is almost certain ihai 
this ii. not envisaged in the text. Reconciliation is needed 
because the separation itsell is an aTl ■ tint to the other party, 
Then let the one he reconciled io tin- other. 

] 2- L 3 "'To the rent I s$y. noi (he 5 ,ord, if any brother 
have an unbelieving wife, and *be be pleased to live with him , 
lei him not sei i ft her away | divorce her}. And if any wife 
have an unbelieving husband, and be :s pleased to Live with 
heT, lei her not send her husband away." 

In the preceding verses, because the Corinthian letter as a 
whole it. addressed to (he church, Paul Eias in mind a marriage 
in which both panics are Christian. Obviously, in a pagan 
country where rite Gospel has only recently been preached, 
one member of an established marriage may be eonifcricd, 
utid not the other, These. - and thr following verses concern 
mixed marriages. 
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I he distinction between .t mixed marriage and a nKorUge 
of IWo bfJitveri does not exhaust l he complexities n.l (he 
problem, fo-ur si (unions must be kept to mind, a/td only by 
.doing s o cam one harmonise the various scriptural command&- 
V. ii.it applies io one type til" marriage does not necessarily 
apply lo another. Wc must see to which situation ,l given 
command was .«tdret'!fd. The four types, arc ihesct ■ J ) two 
bdievers are husband and 'wife; {2) a believer and an urthe- 
iic% vs arc married] ($i two unbelievers get m.um-d and l hi- v 
remain unbelievers; i I) two unbelievers arc married and later 
one becomes a Christian. Now,, if Jesus gives a command for 
the liist CaSC, and JPaUl gives, a command for the fourth CitSC, 
no inconstyLcni v arises even if one vennmand docs »<>i apply 
lo the other case. 

However* prior to a consideration of one of these cases, 
lilt present verse, somewhat related Lo verses 6 and 10, dis- 
tinguishes. between what Pftul says and what the Lord said. 
However., die previous com meins did not cover .ill possibtli- 
lies., rhosc comments bad o do with the coiiiusi between 
advice and com in and, Elere, theft is a distinction between the 
fjord and P.-: liL. out nonetheless what Paul says >s a command, 
ft would indeed be strange if the verse were interpreted to 
mean: the believing husband is conceded the nghl to keep his 
wife, though he may divorce her if he wishes. On the ccn- 
Isary, thcit is here a command no? to send the unbeliever 
away. 

Then why is there a distinction between the fjord and 

f'.iu]/ Ji ssi i is " be be 4 :-s : i ii- | i. s.j-, dinriVivJ hi* v.::';jllv 
gas :■ no command relative to mixed marriages. The people to 
whom lie preached were all Jews Jiid Were officially ini luded 
in die covenant, Paul faced an entirely different stale of 
af lairs, 

Sinct the phrases, "Not 1, but the Lord,” and, "1 suV. imm 
the foird." stfiDi to refer lo the Words of Jesus i5p the Slesh, 
verse : ;J is a help in xck-ei n . i lie :ust of four possibilities in 
the earllei com mem. Eilhci Paul 'had read one oi two Cos- 
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pels, or had talked with Peter and ihc other .iposdes-and, oi 
, oyrw. he hat: and thereby knew what Jesus had said, 1 f one 
insist ihjl |csU* had not considered mixed luaifriages, then,, 
ill l hough deductions could be logically e;vi fird through with 
reference to tint; nages- within the covenant, ihi on Is deduc- 
tions possible relative w mixed marriages would bo tin- uni- 
versal obligations in marriage mid the universal grounds for 
livorce. Even this i*. not clear, lor Ezra commanded the jews 
to divorce tilth foreign wives. Hence, while Paul might have 
deduced the previous command of the Lord from ti leading 
l>= ,i Gospel. here it seems best in conclude 1 !h.st Paul had 
received a direct revelation and chat this command was pro- 
mulgated b) the prophetic aUthiutlv cl an apes tie. 

I E "'F-h the unbelieving husband is sant ti-lied b\ the 
wife, i«d the unbelieving wife i>\ the husband; smcc other- 
wise your children are unclean, bui now thev ,-:e holy-" 

[Us verse is stated a reason why tin believer should 
remain w ilh the unbelieving spouse. No re .i son needed lobe 
given, Moral laws in? what they are by divine authority and 
decree. However, while they tire true ted by ihc sovereign 
decision oi God, God has purposes h»i the details "I His 
administration- G-:d even has a purpose for ibis tree's grow- 
ing in ouc location raLlier than another. God’s purposes, how- 
ever, cannot be discovered by obsvnsnoit. Hence the science 
ciF physics cannot explain nature by teleological concepts. 
Only by revelation ctm man burn wKai God's purposes arc. 
Even whi-n an ev en: is in the past, ’ike Napoleon’s invasion of 
E ussi a , or World War 1* and wc know that Gad put posed i.,, 
cjusi that event, wc srill do not know ih< Further purposes ol 
the wenu t his imr states a purpose. Vet again, i hough God 
has revealed this purpose, the Christian may not assume thru 
this purpow is the only purpose af the command. God re- 
veals some ol His purpose*, bw noi .dL 

-Now, tvh.il is the purpose'.' 'There arc Four or five posati- 
inluii-s, So far as the first half of the verst jjati, .3 superficial 
leader might easily .i.isuiiK that f If the believer would ex- 
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plain the plan of salmmn. live a Clvrisrisii'i life, and that thus, 
l he unbeliever would eventually he converted. However,. ( 2 j 
more careful or Sitcrui interpretation could he that the unbe- 
liever is aUlontd lie-ally Fi'Badc: a saint by means of the other’s 
conversion, but when she children tire mentioned in The Iasi 
half of the verse, the first and second snEdipre Unions, which- 
ever uric .i Student prefers,, are seen to be incomplete, Three 
more possibilities must i>c csaa»in«l: (3) only a Christian 

marrtage is a true or legal marriage— civil cere monies arc alt 
illegitimate; (4) infants then were not and should not ever he 
baptized; and (3 1 infants with at least one believing parent 
were then and should now be baptized. 

Which one or which conibiimiun of these five should be 
accepted? Since most of the readers of this commentary will 
presumably prefer the Jin-i in terpre ration-, something should 
be said to show that the second is eioe, immediately ridieu 
lows, The Old Tcstainerii depkis- salvation m running in fami- 
lies. The descendants of Ahrahant were chosen in Abraham. 
Deuteronomy 4:37 says, "Because he loved your fathers, 
therefore he chose theif descendants after them.” Again, one 

may argue from God’s mercy: if God saves ill who die in 
litfiin ey h even those of rhi: fKathen, as many Christians bc- 
licv'C. i hiL-!Ti why may he not show mercy on the unbelieving 
spouse for the sake of the believer? "litis interpretation is 
therefore not utterly ridiculous-. 

Nevertheless, the Old Testament makes it fairly clear that 
not all the descendants oJ Abraham WEFT saved. Probably 
Ishmael and certainly Esau were lost, Ii; addition, rise Nr-w- 
Te^.cnu-rti i$ pointedly individualistic: " ’ Ettccpi yi- repent, ye 
shall all likewise perish";. and John ft: 24 „ ”lf ye believe 
n«: . , . ye shall die in your suns" (ch Mark I Si 16, John 3s 1-K^ 
et at.). Thi-s invalidates the second interpretation and allows 
the ftns-t r< i si.; n cl, unless another possibility is found. 

Vet. let us not hastily accept the first. Notice eu,rc 
fully i hat (he verse does itflii say that ihe brlifvci may pvs- 
tibiy later r»t sjilctify the unbeliever. The verse sal?;,. thu me 
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Im; 1 i eve r . m media tel) an d a uto :n;> :u ally s-.ti t< t i I ic? i h c i i nh c ■ 
ikver a : i he moment the former Is converted, ll looks then .is 
if both the first and Second interpretations are WT-ortg. Cart 
the rem ainder of the verte give us mow light? 

| ] |C ne:s i ihrer interpretations Et«ak l; t he vers*. 1 from n 
different angle. They may bear oil the lirsi two possibilities. 
3m r they aw directly concerned with marriage *nd children 
So, wVl’ Prole si an ts arc not legall) married because only a 
Christian m;uniage is valid* A Christum marriage occurs only 
when if least one party ts a Christian and the ceremony is 
performed by the Roman Catholic Church (cf, Papal Syllabus 
of Errors, 71, 73), The children must he raised at Romanists, 
it two Protestants marry, tin-:: children arc illegitimate and 
cannot inherit their parents property. 

litsofjT as the Reformers idenisfiisd the Pap&ty with the 
iiruichrist, this pur of the papal system tails, with the whole. 
However, to restrict ihe diceysston to the one question of 
marriage, one may note that n.ettlier the Old. Testament itor 
the New Testament considers Lhe children of pagans as il Legit- 
imate. Marriage is designed for llie whole human race. Even 
co fhimiiei. who mocked Sarah and 3 suae. God gave a ble^s- 
lug, in particular many children and descendants. These dc- 
sv end ants are rather deafly legitimate, for otherwise God 
would not have called them a blessing. So, too, is the Papa! 
theory of civil government and the Reformers’ view. The 
Reformer* did not allow rebellion against ihy lawful mon- 
archy merely on account of his njligjori {cf. Westminster C(jn- 
I'essiort, X.XU. 4 and XXlli, 4} t whereas the Pope tail led tipon 
the Enghsh Catholics lodoawuiy with Queen Eliz&heih- 

Furthcrm ore, ia return lo marriage, lItc marriage. 1 : Paul i-. 
considering in this chapter were not “Christ ian^’ (menage^, 

! hey were pagan ceremonies. Now, where both parties Later 
became Christian, Paul would have, on thn interprets t sun. 
demanded them to he married over again in a Christian cere- 
mony. E I*- did ri oi. Even in «be ettse of two young Christians, 
never before married, Paul did not demand an ecclesiastical 
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ceremony. though he insisted that j. Christian should marry 
only -i Christum. Eu (he Old I L-siamem with its ihcociatEc 
s ■ • 1 1 . (be law did not require j religious comcciaMm ■.:■ ! tht 
Iftiii .rirtlt m irct lip. .n>d (he Nev- TcstarrteiU dots no l add to the 
Old 1 eslam on meq v I rem ems , 

Elm 1 , otic may mention -i muior pcatEiamy in Romanism. 
Marriage is a sat ramexxt, '.key s.iy^ hut cetihjirY is not. Ord i iiii- 
lion may be, bu.t a young man who refuses to marry is not 
DjicUraiiiig a sacrament, Ytl celibacy is superior lo marxied 
life. Hence, in this case, it isspiriiually advantageous to avoid 
lh.e sacrament; ihe sacrament causes spiritual damage. 

The next two interpretaticins bring she status of children 
under consideration. One view denies infant baptism, the 
ather establish vs it. Tile phrase in question is, “since other- 
wise your < hildreri are unclean, but now they .are holy." If 
the Romish theory o! marriage is false, Liien the words vw 
chtui and holy cannot mean iUegiiivnitic ansi le-gifimfire. What 
then d a they mean? 

To answet (hi- the logical aflaiomy ol (lie ulrgwmem must 
be lard bare. The conclusion is, do not separate. The premises 
must answer Lhc question, why? Dp not separate bccaitw the 
believe! sanctifies tile unbeliever. Win is Litis true ' t his is 
true betatw# otherwise lire children would be undcan. but 
they are in fact hoty- 

Tlaiiti the lysis "I the argument shows th;tl the cociclu 

sion, ‘ 1 L>-:.i not separate," depends on the Conceded p i COi i -. e 
that (In; child oi .i believer, even il born before conversion, is 
hoiy, 'J his k wh;u .s conceded, taken f.-r granted, and ob- 
vious (.H least lo Paul and u? the Corinthians). No further 
iit^ntctu or feiisojl is given why the children are holy. 

However, whirl »■«> SO <iln ious t-0 the Corhuha.ms is roe 
so obvious t$- twentieth century Christians.. Let us moderns 
therefore try to guess why the children .ire holy. One gireSS c. 
ifi-j-r ihe children are holy bet&usr the church, the Corinthian 
Church, haplifeed them. This would explain why Paul's stale- 
men - 1 was obvious to the Oori Adrians. Against this guess 
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Meyer argues, "Had baptism i ibildren been tlien in exis- 
tence, Paul Could noi have di&wu ill is inference because in 
lil-.i i cast' the hagioti'i of children would have; had another 
basis,' 1 Meyer seems to mean that if children were bap-iized, 
id thy children were holy because [he CnrimhiaRs bapiJired 
them, ii would he t’ncii baptism and not their parent's con- 
version ibid would hive made riiem saints. Since rw&w Lire 
test says the parent sanctifies lire child, children could not 
have bee n bap lined. 

Tills argument ii doubly fallacious. \t best, it could only 
co include that baptism docs not make ;i < bik! holy, l: could 
not conclude that infant baptism did not ejds.it. The atgltmerti 
also is based on a misunderstanding. When one -.nys, the chil- 
dren art hoiy because lllc CuCiOthtarl church baptized I hern, 
one does not necessarily mean that n was (he baptism that 
stand tried them. h could And more likely would mean ih.o 
only holy children are baptized, and since the Corinthians 
baptized them, it is clear that thev were a treads holy, Thai is 
to say, baptism makes im one holy: but il it a sign (but. L Her 
irerson. chiid or adult. is already holy, 'Iliercfonr, the Corin- 
th iar; church, with [his kuowkli^, baptized these infants, 
■wid Thus everyone knew they were holy. I Ins explain* the 
forte of cpci am: “otherwise rhen." ['he known fact, enn- 
:<n.ii-ii ! sy all, properly stands as ihe principal premise o tht 
argument, 

I iiis a Iso answers ihi- (pre-aion in what sense ilie believing 
wife sanctifies the unbeliev ing husband anti vice versa. It does 
no! mean that the believer automatic ally makes the unbe- 
liever a Christian, though his conversion may take place later. 
In answer how the believer sanctifies the unbeliever, one 
must understand the meaning of the verb rant tify. To raii& 
lily is to consecrate ca dedicate to God, in ihe Old Testa 
nivnt days were sanctified, (he utensils in the temple were 
sane ri iie d’ and so too the pnesii. Eater’s vision oft the house- 
‘■■>p in Joppa showed that rv>w .HI foedf were sanctified or 
cleansed. See I Timoi hy 4:b, where the vexh is hfigtfzt rui. 
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Likewise, Romans, ! 1 : ],6 says* "if ihv r«>oi is holy, *t' art ihc 
branches/' This implies that if the parents are holy, (he chi l 
dren are loo. At lIk temple sanctified the gold that decora led 
it, w> the believing parent sane til ic* both the oilier spouse 
dnd eH r: children:* 

This is COrtiitl cn t with the rile oi circumcision. in the Old 
I'e&vimcrtt, ^be chitdnm, not Abraham alone, were included 
in the covenant, and the sign oF the covenant was put upon 
i he children, both Isbmad and Isaac. Baptism is ihe circum- 
cision ■■■ Christ (Co!. 3:31-12). Once again recall that the 
New Testament is based on the Old Tcs Lament and cannot be 
understood without it. 

Thds the correct interpre union is, that ihe conversion of 
one m^ifiagc partner auto matkaliy dedicates die whole 
household to Cod, and r3ur implication follows that the chil- 
dren should be baptised. 

In “Yet it i he unbeliever separates, let him separate, 
The brother or the sister is not bound under these ciicunl- 
s unices,, but God has called us in peace |to peace, or. by 
peace] /' 

i'liis verse teaches ihat willful desertion is a legitimate 
ground for divorce in mixed marriages. Such is the historical 
posit ion tri the Reformation -is ugatrsi lJic Romish position 
Lhal not evert adultery justifies. divorce. The addition of will- 
I ut dr sertto-n ns. a ground for divorce dyes not contradict 
<1 hill’s restriction oT divorce to cases ol adultery I -cCaUsc 
GHirjst w i- iH'i talk my about niijtcd marriages. 1 He was speak- 
ing i\ Lckin Judaism. 

I lie great difl'iculiy is to reconcile Paul with E?.ra. I he 
Old Testament prophet had ordered i he Jews to rib. orcc ihcif 
foreign wives. This was not a provision of [lie Mosah. law. 
I'he unh ahwbUit prohibition ml ntan'itrge with foreigners is 
that Higi-.iiis: Canaan high women. Moses,, himself, had married 
a foreigner. Deuteronomy 2 E ; 1 0-1 3 difimlely approves of 
marrying cajilivi girls taken jn w+ir, under a prescribed pro- 
cedure- Ejfti thi ll went beyond the Mosaic law. Paul is met in 
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accord with Ei$a because FLuu dcm.u-uted that the believer 
divuTce the unbeliever: Paul will * omtnue the marriage 1 1 the 
unbeliever js. content to remain with the believ mg spouse . 

Paul says that if the unbeliever deserts, the believer is not 
l cuiid. ['his means ihar divon e is illovi'sbie (.tv Romanists 
dim I, bui against tax positions allowable only on one or the 
other of two grounds. 'In such cases the brother is i>ot 
bound 11 by the marriage conlnc, ;md is therefore free to 
marry again. 

'['be following; phrase, "but God bus i.ilhvl us to peace." 
:s difficult to underMand. 1 he mosL literal translation is- “in 
peace," The preposition is often translated hy r but it seems 
uniwaigible to say that God called us by peace. The best 
sense is, God has called us so peace-; !>m rhi* *» the worst 
Insnsblioti. It. is- just barely possible (cf. Luke |i; 17, "to turn 
die disobedient (o ihc prudence of tile jusL 'l. 

The translation, hoitrv«r, does not determine the seme, 
for it can be taken two ways, whether in Greek or English, 
The tirst interpretation, which is superficially plausible, re- 
quires the believer to maintain the marriage if he cart bec-aus* 
there is ;l possibility, that he may convert the unbeliever. 
However, this interpretation makes the reason in 7l 1 6 refer 
Lo 7:12- IS; in other words, the believer should not send 
away ihc- unbeliever b<xvus,- he might possibly convert ihe 
olher pany. She immediate phrase to which 7tJ(j is attached 
i : the brother or sister is nq1 bound by the marriage eoiUrad 
n these eases fteeuiiyc God lias called uS Its 3 peaceful life. 
The reason is ,i reason for not being behind, tathtf thsan r* 
reason for rot dismissing i he unbeliever. 

A slight objection to this view is ih.u rile conjunction Is 
hot gar (beeause), but d *■ (but;. ,-Vs art advertuniver but could 
indicate the reverse of the situation just described- ¥« this ts 
Only a slight objection because tie is ru.it a strong adversative 
like olh, and because it can introduce a reason for ibe 
preceding. 

lb '"Fur what do you know, wile, if you will stive your 
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Or wtiai do you know, husband, LT you will ^ve 

your wife?” 

Once again. ihc words will lii either of the iwo.inierpirc- 
lalions: the believer should hold on to the unbeliever. no 
matter how much The peace of the home is disturbed. 6e- 
ermw ihe one may possibly saves die other. Contrariwise, do 
no i force the unbeliever to remain because you do not know 
thro i yen i wilt saw you i spouse. If the verse hud said, how do 
you know you will npf save your husband?, the sense would 
be, keep trying for you might. However, the absence of the 
negative adverb favors fin: second interpret t km: how do you 
know you wit!? 

Che grammar, however. La not decisive, ihe point is 
whether ; : ! 5 is [ wet -(birds pavei: iheiic*!, so (hrii final 
phrase refers to 7 ; I2-] 3 seven iine* above; ot whether the 
r i rt:iJ phntse refers to what immediately preceded n in thu- 
irime verse. 

As an appendage to [bis discussion. recognition should 
perhaps be given, to an tstreme interpretation from the oppo- 
sin’ and ni the spectrum, Henry Cowles denies that divorce is 
even permitted in these verses. He interprets,, "not bound '*£5 
"no I enslaved ... in anxiety or agony -if coil science, for God 
hoi Called us to peace, w His maim reason against divorce is 
ilt.it 7: i(3 gives the believer hope that the departed spouse 
will be converted and then there could be and ought to be a 
reunion. 

Shis idea does noi quite fit the words, for the text says, 
not that The unbeliever nuiv be converted by someone some- 
where and then return, but 'ST !fu>a shall save thy husband"; 
and uds presupposes that I lie unbelieving husband h.e- noi 
(yet ) descried. 

17-39 Summary- Tin- Christian should pay lit the altera- 
tion M> I lie spfial order, Do not try to rise in rank or even to 
escape slavery. In the present Stringency, il is her ter to re- 
in run unmarried, On ihe other hand, do not break up ini 
csi^bfishcd marriage. Re i indifferent to both cnndiiions. Elow- 
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ever, if -i father U ashamed ihai his daughter is unm.irrit-d, he 
ITm’. nrnrv her off. Death dissolves m:u ti.igr, and I he surviv- 
ing party is free io many again. 

[ 7 “Whether nr not, as (he Lord portioned out to each 
man, ;ukI as G-od has called each mnn. so let him conduct 
himself. And thus ! order m all the churches." 

Ekmre of ihe difficulties of die previous verses ("ominue 
here. Even u? suggest that this, is :t new parag aph dLscutfm-ius 
J: 1 7-24 from the preceding. I bat tL really is a new paragraph, 
however, is scarcely to be doubted, for i here is a change ol 
subject, though il is Cornice led with th-al which Weld before 
by way of general k si ion or ratensiroi- 

Yet, there are at least three ptMBible inlcrprcLatious- The 
i;:rst translates “whether or noi,“ or "however that may he/’ 
as r-x< ,.pt r and makes it read: Whit do you know about > our 
unbelieving partner, except dial you slum-id use the y is God 
gave you m convert him, This arrangement deniej th.il there 
is ■; paragraph break, il attaches an exception to a clause dial 
wc-ms complete, and it does not snake very good sens-e as an 
exception to anything. 

The second interpretation connects the verse with M f$ not 
bound" in 7; 15| in other words, the bdieveT :> not bound. 
onfy Ju- is. r«ft to use his freedom thoughtlessly -h-e i-s to 
remember that Cod has assign wi him certain duties. Tht 
I hough l ol Lhii interpretation is in itself not bad; but there is 
no real crjiineclioc with "is not bound. ,r 

The third interpretation relates to the fact that many 
pditarts believed chai Christ tan by aimed to destroy social 
iniiiiuEUfds. One vummcntalor alleges that file signs ;uld 
■.V: aiders performed by the apostles gave rise m ibis idea. 
There is only a minimum of T:uih here. I. lie mhacles could 
have convinced the heathen "bal [here waft power in Chris- 
lioniTy. but Whit really turned the world Upside down Wsi 
hi. message oil the Gospel, Ii did indeed cause siimc so'cial 
disturbances, in the sense Lhat il disturbed the silversmith's 
buemess in images of Artemis. Reference to ;i kingdom to 
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come may have disturbed others, it could even be that some 
Cluistiains found revohi i kwiary activity ,m exciting t emp t it 
tton. I here fore. Lhis verse w^rns (he Lhristians rbaE the G<vjp 
pel i-tf IK 1 1 a revolutionary disorganizing conspiracy : and. ihc 
following verses support i h;s interpretation. 

Such ts ihe main idea. To return to [he minor problem of 
the initial words; instead ol m ait in;: this an exception to- what 
one may know about unbcl ieyiin £ pazlaief*, it is.l>tiief to take 
it as referring w whether or not ,i marriage breaks up- in 
eh her case use the gills God has given you, 

St is also to be iLCiEetl that litis is a totnmantl addressed to 
ill the churches. Some things in lhis chapter aFc addressed 
only 10 the Corinthians w lo. others in the same stringencies. 

18-19 "Was anyone railed after be had been circum- 
■. ised? i.-vl him not reverse it. Has anyone been called in 
run ire tt incision. 1 Ln him ntn be circumcised, for circum- 
dsion i> nothing ,j.nd Unctrcumcision is nothing, but [what 
Counts is | the observance Of Gods Commandments/’ 

rite previous verse introduced the idea char Christianity 
docs no i aim at social revolution. Examples now follow. The 
first ■ Kample and instruction is that a converted Jew is not to 
seek a surgical operation to remove the physical effect of 
circumcision, I here was such ..w operation and Census de- 
scribes it. E Maccabees 3 r i 5 refers to it. If ibis occurred in ihe 
time ol the Maccabees., it is possible dial some J ewish con- 
verts io Chrisli-irhiy ^ Iso sought this surgery. Paul condemns 
the idea. 

there were . : ! - 1 s Jewish converts who argued that con- 
verted Gentiles should be c i rcu tTici«ed. Al the Jerusalem 
Council, in Galatians, and here, Haul condemns this idea also, 
file reason i^iven for both of these: prohibitions is that 
circuinnisMiii is morally indifferent as- is also unci ream cisi tin. 
'1 in law ol God ■ her requires nor prohibits every action or 
type of action, There is neither command nor prohibition 
relative to a young man 1 ? becoming a butcher or * Stock- 
broker, ihe present chapter shows that neither mars iage nor 
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d regie blessedness is necessary. Many actions and many ivpcs 
of actions are indifferent. Neither trie performance nor their 
nonperformance is sin. 

That circumcision is nothing must have seemed a distress- 
ing idv.i io the Jewish converts, tl-td not Cod commanded irV 
God had .tiso commanded the food laws. However., as antici- 
pations or types of Christ and. His work, these were Fulfilled 
and ended at His death. From then on, the Lord's Supper 
replaced the Passover and baptism replaced circumcision. 

As there is a reason for reducing circumcision tu the 
M :it:s of indifference, there is also reason for saying Lhat th,.L 
which counts is obedience to God’s com murids. I F some Jews 
iv.vni.ed to comm we the Old Testament laws, in particular the 
ritual laws, others, mcisrlv Gentile convert?,, went eo the 
opposite extreme and claimed that grace had superseded Uw 
w i that ;i Chiisiian did not have iu obey anything. This idea, 
technically called aaithtomianism. Haul refutes at length in 
Romans 6. Here, while the phrase denies , m 1 inom iams.ni „ the 
subject matter of the passage chiefly concerns ,i different 
point. 

20 "U-t each remain m thy calling in which he was 

called,." 

twice, this verse mentions a call, but Lite meaning is cli f- 
tvreni. The verbal or second form refers to Lite irresistible 
divine call hy which a sinner passes From death to life; but in 
addition, there is the indication that God „ilso calls men to a 
certain social status. Wr speak of the practice of medicine as 
,i physician's cal ting, though most people forget that it is God 
who places be mai :n tltal occupation, Since, however, it is 
G-;h 1 whi > issues ihe call, Paul directs the previously heathen, 
now Christian physician to re-main a physician and not to 
change u> something else. Paul's example in the next verse is 
Fit more striking than this one. 

21 ‘’Were you called [while] » stave? Lct it not concern 
>i-U- Col even though you win become free, use il rather," 

J-his js a verse that is : • ! rnsM universal y misuiicipretcd 
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and mistranslated- KJ jjgnorcs- th« fo*i (even | In i he Ism sen' 
tenet:. R-SVs “‘avail .yourself of the opportunity," and 7\AS"s 
“lilt he i do that." urc downright mistranslations ihat n-o 
Giecek scholar sSiould allow. Sim Marly* Phillips and the 
tire also mfclmmta lions, A dislike of Paul’s, doctrine does not 
justify altering st. 

The comcCl interpretation and translation must lake ac- 
count of and give full force to the words i^, A-.--rr, and m«st- 
ioii To say, "if you have rhe eh an re to become Iree, tst«- it,” is 
first of all 10 ignore rh<- kai. This Greek word usually means 
and, where two things are connected, such as horse and buggy 
or ham anti eggs; hat :i also means eErert, ,ts in 2 : !. f . "so even 
[or, also | ‘he things of God." and 3;o, "even to each," and 5; 7, 
“for evert fur* alio] the Palmer,'' and 7:7, “as even myseli”; 
ansi in fact there are nearly fifty instances in i Corinthians 
alone where kat means alto ■« «► The force of she Ad / m the 

present verse emphasize* ihr tan sh.it the example is an ex- 
treme brie and that therefore the principle is universal 

This point is. made all the stronger by the emphatic ad- 
vc i.viiiivL- {ilia. Thus ihc lest begins wish “But even though," 
Any other attempted translation weakens the kirce and I cuds 
to it misinterpretation. 

Finally, there is the mutton { rather]* in “Use it rather.” 
IVhai one uses :ind how, must he answered by the translation; 
but h-oie the force id the nation. If the verse meant* ‘'if you 
have the chance ife become free, take it.'' the word rather 
could mu he lilted in. This word fits only if the meaning is, 
■*rf you can become free, don't’, but rather use you! iljtus l>l 
slave for the Lord." 

Nm orsiy .s the jtjrammai in conflict with the modern 
interpretation, the content is too The previous verse said, let 
he uncircurDdsed rrtiU! remain So, I, ltd lei [he circumcised 
remain so.; let each man rctnjtin .is he was. 'Then must not 
verse 21 mean, let rhe slave remain so: 1 The following verse 
also makes sense only on this interpretation. Lastly, the case 
o I Onesimu-s and Philemon support she same conclusion. 
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22 “For the skive who svjt called bv llie Lord is I he 
C.oid's freeman; similarly the tree man who was called is 
Christ's slave.” 

This verst is the reason or explanation of the previous 
vi-’sc. h would not he a reason, it the previous verse had 
advised ilic slave to gain his freedom, Some explanation is 
needed when the advice is to remain j skive, but otherwise no 
explanation is required. Hence, the irfcrpreLnion above is 
correct. 

23-24 "Vo u were bought with a price. Do hot become 
the staves of men- irei each one. brethren, remain before God 
in the seal us in which ho was called-" 

The first of these two verses is a further reason foe being 
unconcerned with social distinctions. It ls interesting to note 
The implication that a desire for liberation from slavery is-, 
itself, ,L slavery to merely human distinctions. The second 
verse is ,i conclusion ih.n repeats ebe principle of the sect inn: 
remain in [he status you occupied when God called you to 
spiritual freedom. This, Ligaln, fixes the meaning of ":2l . 

25 '’Concerning virgin s. , /’ At Hrst sight, this ■seems to 
introduce a new subject t bm rather it is .mother example <d 
the same subject. I he- marriage of young girls :s another sri- 
staucc of social stacus. Jhcrc is a difference, however. 1 he 
former verses, 17-2-f. arc a divine command to all churches. 
The present verses revert to and expressly state the limitation 
put .-n much oF 7 : ! • | ik to wit. the present stringency. There 
is iilso another difference. It is God's command either to be a 
slave or to escape from slavery. 

25 "’Concerning virgins I have no commandment !rom 
iht Lord, yet l give my opinion ns one who has been gran red 
mercy by the Lord to be faithful.' 1 

Because ptrrfftoHiM is a feminine noun, one comment aim 
decli-cs that Paul's advice here r - not addressed to yrig^ig 
men. Li would l>e mange, however, (u advice girls not to 
many but encourage boys, to sec married. Fur: henricre, ,par- 
thenos (virgin] refers to young men in Revelation l ■1:4, and 
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in the not verse,. itnthndp& surely refers i . > men j.s well .ls 

Again, A!> in " ] H > am! IS, ftitiJ is giv :.ng inspired advice. I: 
ss n-ot .1 Jemal of inspiration, as the liberals would have tn hot 
ts jr imposed as a command. Jl is nos a command because the 
opposite is Mil owed; and ihe wording at least hints: a i inspira- 
tion because Paul had received mercy to be faithful. 

2 G Accordingly I ihink that tbisk good becarase oi tin- 
present necessity, th-ai it is good for it man to be go. 11 

““Accordingly" lighilv refers to his having received merry, 
and hence caiher favors inspiration clnm denies Lt, 

Since the necessity i,s ' 'present ' 1 paw supposes that some 
temporary situation is meant. A liet it is over, the advice wiJ] 
not apply U'li&t this necessity or stringency tv»>, can only be 

guessed; but persecution is .I good guess. 

‘"To he so ' 4 (houtfli) 1..U1 only refer 10 virginity. There is 

nothing else in the context. The following verse both sup- 
ports this verse, and also the previous admonition against so 
cLil revolution, 

27-28 "Arc you hound, to a wife? Do not seek a release 
| divorce j . Are you free from d wife? Do Hot seek, a wife. ttuL 
even if you marry, you have not sin net!. And even if.i virgin 
m.irric:: 4 , sin.- h,!> ci or sinned. But sue 1 1 people- will have tribcila- 
tievn in the flesh, .tnd I would spare you.” 

The main idea is that Ll isajv. - iy-i bad to change ot'if-'i social 
ss mts: Chi iiti.Lnity iv tun jev<duikMoary activism- Marriage is 
hardly ,i case oi r hanging one's >>■■<. nl status, and at any rale, it 
is a divine command that provides for unh a few exceptions. 
One of these exceptions, is the present danger. On the other 
hand, the ctangei does not justify separation. Further, even if, 
against ;hk advice- notice tlu: two cages of ltth if. to which 
form expression attention was called in 7:21 anyone mar 
ry, even if a young «vm<tn lUiitriei. he- «r shi.- lias non mined. 

: ::>• ■ CaSon for n-. ■ i marrying is -ru- impending persecu- 
tion. ihe rw.c»a is iml lirat celibacy is a superior virtue, tu 
wi!S In- seen igain in the next verse. 
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'She tertScs of llie verbs need mcnliem here, Hodge ami 
Meyer l>(>lh Hartslitjf “’if thou fho-tl h&ve iii.nued. tllOU didst 
u ii -•:■ " ibis raihei suggests that it one ni..: ih:s now, he does 
sin. bin Such an inference is explicitly denied. Fhe m cam ns.! is 
not, "if vnu are already married''; but rather, if you disre- 
garded this if l vice and marry tomorrow, you will riot sin, 
Paul is discussing, * lies her getting married is advisable now. 
Ihe only reference ro a previous marriage h “‘do not s«i a 
separation. 1 ' 

Hit verbs-, however, are both florists, and hence give 1 ilic 
appearance’ of referring to L !i c past. but an aofisL subjunctive 
with r'j. - n iti') u as well ,15 the present subjunctive, makes a 
present geneeai supposition. Therefore, :he KJ and ARV are 

CCiJTl“l 1[. 

Another note on the Greek may be pardoned. Sortie verbs 
in Greek Jiave two Jurists, and to t marry is otve of them. In 
such -. Lies, the first aorjst is transitive and die second is in 
transitive. The present v-e-rse attaches the transitive form to 
the man '.vino marries a i he intransitive form has “ibe 
vi r gin" its. subject; she is married. 

J he verse' conclude? with Paul's staring hi? desire to spare 
young people unneceisary trouble in times of j- execution. 

2$ ■"This 1 stty. brethren, the time Ls, , .,” 

How one translates the next word depends on ihr inter- 
pretation. The usual meaning u “shortened”; or, briefly, one 
may sat , the time h short. There is als-o a ([ciesrion h to how 
to translate kairoi (rime), On the b&sk of thr- usual or super- 
iiciai IraniEutipn, one tvkbes to know whaL Lime is short. 
There -hfc three p-osstbiiit lcs, 

(l)The length of lime between Pad’s writing :*nd the 
return ol Christ k short, Liberal theologians often adopt this 
interpretation, and identify the “present necessity " with the 
Parousitd, in order u> prove that Paul and the Bible are in 
error. Hie verse is used tn show rhts l P.juI expected Christ “s 
return in his own lifetime. Three reasons of unequal weight, 
yet cavil of some weight, oppose this view, I'll) The ’“present 
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necessity 1 ' a temporary period after which it will be 

nby.iin wnveni^ni co marry, (bj PjmI kntw that thtjm muit 
be converted arid trial the antichrist had to come, tie could 
not logically infer thai this Jmd to occur in his lifetime, is a 
persecution might, (c) There is nothing m the context that 
su^ests the return of Christ. The subject is marriage, separa- 
tiun, and, divorce, and lathers with marriageable daughters. 

Then, wo. In connection with the idea of a length ol time 
between Paul's writing .end ihc second advent, ih-e word 
k air os does not mean a length of time, but rather a poinl or 
sm.ill period of time, The lexicon gives these meanings: due 
measure, fitness, point, importance, vital part of the body; 
And nI*o critical time, season, opportunity, advantage, and 
profils. Hence, one must rejcci the interpretation thaL en- 
visages a Length of rime to the Parousia., 

|_ 2 ■ I’he next interpretation makes the verse and the word 
refer to our lifetime, but il the shortness of human life is 
the reason for Haul's advice, then it would always be bad to 
gel married -From Abraham to ihe end of the world. One 
commentator who bolds this view com pounds, his difficulties 
hy attaching to this phrase the next words "from hence- 
forth.,” and translates il ils, ''The time he rice forth, :■* short," 
Howcvei tin- span of rib- did nw just become short as Paul 
•••••!•• writing, h tiarl been short alwjtvs, oi at k-.-tsi since ihe 
antediluvians. 

(3) A more plausible interpretation is thdt the lime until 
the impending stringency breaks upon uts is short, but this 
still fails to give the correct meaning in wdiror. 

H ■■ most reasonable view requires a second look a: tin- 

word sWr The verb from which funefraitnenw comes 
means; draw together, shorten sail, contract. deprive, hum- 
ble; and its adverbial form means; with a short VOwtl, fru* 
gaily, humbly. 

When til! tills is put together. Lhe translation becomes, 
"The opportunity is contracted,” or ‘‘The critical time is 
ftsti'LCted.” I'he sense is,: l)on*i make « change in your mari- 
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i ;s I status, for there is link opprwt unity for advantage and 
much for disadvantage. 

!IEI "... ihc opportunity is restricted. As for ike rest, lei 
also those who have wives be as if they did no! have wive.-. " 

I us Lead of Li ajislaLin" to import as li£rt£e forth and at lack- 
ing it to: the preceding words, i; ii belter taken as 'Tor Lite 
test.” The concern has given advice aftririst marriage; but 
naturally most people an 1 already married, and there are a 
few general points ro be made. Hence, “fur the resi.” 

“For the rest, let also:'' il is belter to take kai as also, in 
relation 10 those who ill the previous verses do not have 
wives. KJ and NAS connect this km with the km in 7:30, anti 
read, both che married and those who wotp. This is an awk- 
ward combination u< contrasted with the uni named and 
the married. Further, the two kai's in 7 TSO, in fact the three 
ii| them, go well together, as will presently be seen. 

There remains the word translated "Let."' Actually, it is 
the usual word for a purpose ■. lame. Meyer therefore (.ranis- 
suLcs it, ""Lite time is shortened in order tins! those who have 
wives should he as if they did not-'’' This is nonsense, and 
especially so with Meyer's position zh.ii it is a short lime to 
the Parbupja. Can anyone imagine iIi.lL God shortened the 
rime to the second advent in order that husbands should yet 
as i: they were not married? 

betrer is z l to E,rke the r Ltnse as a result clause: the lime is 
short encd with the restiii that husbands shoo Id act as if 
unmarried, 

Vct this reading of NAS suffers from taking hair os as a 
k nglh thaL has been shortened. If it b not, there is a full stop af- 
tfi "short Cited,'' and the phrase attaches to the preceding. Af- 
ter this break, t« to ip on, for the km , introduces a new ides, 
This requires the conjunct ion hina, ordinarily a subordinate 
purpose clause, to introduce a hortatory subjunctive. This 
U$agC, which could hardly occur in classical f.hetfk, is one' of the 
extensions of meaning found occasionally In Koine, Arndt and 
G; : grids describe jt as a substitute for the imperative. 
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30-31 "Both those who mourn d.s not mourning and 
those who rejoice as not rejoicing, os wd| .< those who buy 
as not possessing, ami rht'is* wlu> use (he world ..is not fully 
Lts.ii nii it ; for the: form of this world is passing away,” 

'Huts Paul urges the Corinthians, and perhaps lls also in a 
modified sense, to avoid involvement in the world. We are to 
remain unaffected by the eircum stances that cause most 
people to be and or happy. No doubt we must buy, if only 
our food to keep alive: and if wc arc married and have chil- 
dren, it is our duty to support them. However,, we must 
remain intellectually detached. 

flu, only difficulty is the final phrase: i_he ichi'ma oi 
chinas is posing ft way. litis is stated as a reason for not 
mourning, not rejoicing, and neu possessing. Why ss it a 
reason? Also. ivhal is meant by the schema oT this world 
passing away? 

‘“To pa.« .iw;ty ' 1 is a strange meaning lor a transitive verb 
iit rhe active voice. I John 2:1? has H in ihe passive; "The 
world is p j ■■■:■: i ri ;; away" l\:F. I John 2: Si. However, no olluj 1 
translation is possible, 

Note, too. me present tense: i: sloes not say that the 
world will pass away, but that n is now passing away. There 
arc ihm c possibilities! ( ] ) the immediate danger it passing, 
away : (2) every- thing is always passing away in u universal 
iImx; and (3) the Parousia will coroe and alter die present 
scheme of things. 

■ : ) The difficulty with saying that the immediate danger 
U pacing away is (a) i? is not Posing awsy-h is just, coming; 
and <l>! ihe phrase "The present kosmos" can hardly mean the 
present stringency. 

{2) The idea of universal flHx-gener^tion after genera- 
lion, spring, summer, autumn, and winter, Lhe rise and fall of 
empires, war after war— is equally unsatisfactory because 
fa] she Lfk‘£ is nowhere in the context and is foreign in the 
subject matter: .md besides fb) it is a bad reason for the 
preceding exhortation, for it would imply that marriage is 
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undesirable in any age and situation. One commentator iries 
to combine the two and faces a double trouble. 

litis seems lo leave the third interpretation as ihe only 
possible one- unless a fourth can be found. The ihird is that 
the present schema of things is passing and tv ill be replaced 
by ( Ivrisfs visible itiit in ihe nest katmor (arrangement cw 
schema), lhe inilEenniurn. Evert so, lit erf remains some difli- 
. uliiy . ( i> Htwnox is noi the usn.il word fen the com nisi be 
tiiun the present age and the age- lo tonic. The usual word is 
axdrt. In I John ?t L 7, where a bo the cosmos is passing away, 
(he reference is more to universal llua, to conditions obtain- 
ing throughout the Old Testament as well as now, rather than 
IO one particular future change, indeed, the contrast ls not 
with a temporally limited umllenrmim, but with an abiding 
forev-t r f b j Also, .is was noticed before, in these ear's • hap- 
tens of I Corindtiam, Paul does not seem lo have the second 
frdven.| in mtnd. Nevertheless i he idea could, have occurred to 
him, here, for it is certainly present in chapter Jo. Vet again, 
would this imply that no one from Pant's day io the c vven- 
lielh century should get married?' 

further against the Parent sia. Paul men lions tlic present 
distress in and again in 7:32, he wants them to be free 
from -anxiety. I'bu-. lhe coniysci on both sides of ihe verse 
relate? lo impending persecution. 

Well, then, ii it must be the present HieCfiMiLy, ami yet 
cannot be, and |f ill Lhe nihvJ possibilities are inipossibh:, 
what can the verse mean. 1 Apparently, the best solution is to 
suppose that Paul momentarily had all three ideas in mind, 
but '.haL his advice does not apply equally to all. The advice 
cm marriage applies only to the tin median! persecution; the 
principle of ntmmvolvemr-nt applies id all the lime to the 
Parouwa; and a vaguer and more general reference to univer- 
sal flux contrasts the ' ‘change anil decay in ail around I see' 1 
with i In- divine immutability and parallels Old Testament 
passages such ,es Psalms 7 ft: 39. 90: 1 0, and L 03-: 1 5 - L Li. 

32-34 L "1 wish you Lo be free from care. T he unmarried 



Chsptfr ? 


j 2'Z 

man carts for the things of the Lord, how tn pl(^r (ho 3 d , 
Bui the m«u tied man cafes for the things ol the world, and he 
is distracted, And the unmarried woman |i.e., widow] and 
(lie virgin e-art- for (he Lhiilgs o( the Lord in order lobe holy 
in body .Lfsd soul Bun (he married woman cares: t>>: the [hints 
of 3 he world, how to p Lease her husband.'" 

Very' parenthetically, because verses often shed ls ; .;h! tin 
points somewhat Lai removed from the main idea* notice that 
the phrase bp in bud} and spirit” favors dichniumy and not 
trichotomy: 

However* as fm the main idea, the meaning of the lunski- 
lion above is so dear an to need no explanation. Certain 
textual problems, however, had to he $* -ivcfl to obtain lire 

translation- Punccuuiton complicates the (lift iculiy- 

Nonf of the readings has an overwhelming piepoudcr- 
an.ee ol evidence. I he best reading seems to Be ". . . and is 
distracted. And ihe unmarried woman and the unmarried, 
vug in . . , even though "un mauled virgin" is suspiciously 

redundant. t he reading with the next best attestation simply 
omits "unmarried 11 with virgin. There art several other read- 
ings, differing slightly in wording, but mainly in implied 
punctuation, Rvmcnihcr that the MS$ have no punctuation. 
It is we, today, who must put in the commas and periods, 
Here, the important point is whether Or not to put y period 
after m cm aistai. Ihe translation prefer red above has so 
punctuated the verses and Ii,:ms3ascs the direek verb as "is 
distracted." 

1 1 wever, other < oirtmen tutors, with the KJ, pul a period 
at l he end of 7:33 and re Lid 7:34 as. ‘"There is ., dd'i’crcTlce 
also between .1 wife and .I virgin '['his is not very good 
because fa) the verb m amifrisl-At would Jtavc to be plund, 
whereas it is singular! I’b) the text is bad, for the evidence in 
favor ol "the unmarried woman noi ihr wife, is very 
Strong; N :■ ,-■ possible play on- words, similar sounds in tnerttn - 
nat ft ares) and memcristpi, seems to Favor a period after 
>n t'mms.uii- and funher, (d) the main contrast Is not between 
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the wife and die virgin, but between the u in.ed 3 7:3:5 men- 
tion* the husb judj and the unmarried. I'hese reavuis justify 
rhr- translation given above. 

35 " Ibis \ say For voUt own good, not in order to throw 
a nonsi; ovei you, but feu unhindered dignity and devotion to 

the Lord,’ 1 

Hus i cimpJeics iht: subject of ihe last few verses and 
shows i hat Paul is not issuing a divine command, but is giving 
inspired advice, Mow carries ,• minor paragraph break svith a 
slight change ir Subject matter. 

36 "But if anyone thinks he exposes hU, virgin [dangh- 
in { 115 shiime, il she be past her prime, and it ought to L<- so. 
Ici him do ,i* he wishes: he does not am: 3ci them marry." 

Meyer believes the disgrace is not in being a spinster, hut 
iii Beilin exposed to seduction- However, why a single woman 
of thirty is more exposed to seduction mao a giii of eighteen 
or twenty, he does not explain, t f tiipetak Nt t>t~ . the ! lower of 
In-f youth, her acme, hn prime, rather suggests that ihe dis- 
grace i> being unmarried. Furthermore, if sc l nc lion were the 
danger, Paul ought to have said, many her off at once!! The 
more reluctant permission, Ll;i [hem get married, indicates 
that the disgrace is. remaining unmarried. 

Paul IS rcluciatil because he adds, "U it ought in be j#.” 
1 here js some need for marriage, though SL may be as til tie 
"need" j.s (Lie removal of the daughter's unhappiness, l lie 
fin her then is to arrange the wedding, and this k no rin, 

37-38 ""Ulii 3m- who stands linn :n Jits bean, having no 
necessity', who has ayihomv over his own will, and has de- 
rided tins in his own heart, la keep his own virgin, will do 
well. Consequently, both he who gives fm own virgin in rniU' 
nage does well, .-nd he who doth! not marry [her off ] will do 
bet ter. " 

!' ii'en lilt-lie ally again, note the use ol the 'vot'd heart. 
Gmuary tn rht- pocml.ir American form of Christianity, it 
docs not mean emotion. Here, si means either intellect or 
will, <•!- must probably both. The father is firm in his opinion 
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and decision. Elc is quite the opposite of emotional, Simi- 
larly, the second instance also means judgment or mind. 

The sense of ihc two verses is quite clear, except perhaps 
[or the phrase “having no necessity/ 1 which probably indj 
cates the reverse o\ "if it ought to be so” in the previous 
verse. 

One may rote that the Apostle presupposes parental 
authority with respect to the marriage of daughters— and 
sons. Remember that Abraham sem his servant to bring home 
a bride for Isaac, 

3940 "A wife i$ bound jo Long as her husband lives. Hut 
if the mail lias died, she is free to be married to whom she 
wishes, only in the Lord. She is happier, however, if she 
leimim, so. in my judgment, anti E chink I also have the Spit si of 
Lind." 

Not only does Tan] presuppose parental authority, he also 
asserls that marriage should last "'till death us do pan. " This 
is another scriptural principle disregarded in America— hut 
marriage i£ Only for life. When one partner dies,, the other is 
free to marry anyone ■■hi or he chooses -providing the new 
marriage is “in I he Lord/ 1 in other wortls, outside the L;m:ts 
oF consanguinity and affinity j -andi within Lite limits of the 
Christian populace. 

Then Paul, presumably reluming to “the present neces- 
sity/ 1 repeats chat a person will be happier unmamed. u'hy 
he says “I think 1 also have the Spirit of God"’ is unclear. It 
may be a reference to the agitators an Corinth who claimed to 
have mtiye of the Spiril of God than Pan] had. and who may 
have given different advice. Yet the problem of the false 
teachers has by now receded considerably into the back- 
ground, and one cannot he sure that this is what Taut oatl in 
rmnd. 

What this chapter says ahorse marriage is fairly clear; bun 
it d-Ofi not say all that needs Its be said. Irfl ti$ consider a not 
too hypothetical case. John and Mary were married; rim: soon 
deserted him for no good reason. In rime. John married Jane 
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rntd after fifteen years ol happy man led life, [Ivey were sit II 
Living happily witli time children. None of i tx-y ■ people was 
Christian. Note, it happened at Che cud of ibe fifteen years, 
dial John, wus convened and wished to join a good bib Heal 
church. If he had been an habitual thief, the pastor and ses- 
sion would have told him to bring forth fruits meet for repen- 
tance, stop his thieving, and then lie could unite with the 
church -but he had not been a thief, Tor fiFteen years, he hid 
been living in adultery, Nnie that Mary, his first wife, was 
more larcenous than licentious, had never married again, and 
was siot known eo have committed adultery - So, on Christian 
principles, John was still hound to her. Should the pastor -and 
session tell him, to leave hss present wife and three happy 
tliildrcfi and try to reestablish his original marriape or. since 
that seemed impossible, at least to leave his faEnkly arid live 
alone? 

Perhaps some pastor would argue that regeneration wipes 
out past sins. 4ind therefore he need not leave his present 
family, but ['his argument not only fails to apply to adultery 
she same principles that would unquestionably be applied to 
theft, but it also runs into a most amazing implication, If 
regeneration wipes out past sins, so that John is no longer an 
adulterer, then it fotlows [hai although John no longer com- 
mits adultery with Jam.-, Jane, still not converted, commits 
adultery with him. The same act. therefore, is adultery for 
one * poti w and is not adultery For the other. Can the session 
recommend that John live with an adulteress?! 

f h is is not an artificial impossible case. There must be a 
dozen such in every city of some siac, If there arc not, h 
must be bceaLtse noi many such men arc converted and that 
n-.ii many churches wish io find biblical Solutions for mural 
problems. The problem is simple enough, indeed there is no 
problem for anyone who cares Little about diti me standards of 
morality arid holiness. 
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Summary: Christians may without sin eat meat: rh it has 
been offered to idols, for idols are nothing. Some Christians 
s'ilJ think that such eating Ls an lu'knowlcdgm ertt of the 
pagan god. These persons should not eat such meal ; r:or 
should more mature Chris Li am eat it in thetr presence, for 
this encourages the weaker brother to situ 

1-3 ^Concerning sacrifices to idols* we know that all of 
us have knowledge. Knowledge makes, ! .1 man) conceited, 
but love edifies. li anyone thinks he knows anything, he does 
not yet know as he should. But if anyone loves God, he is 
known by him.'' 

Idolatrous practice* naturally permeated pagan society, 
3 in: part m i s:n liiice giver tn Ehc- priest was often sold in 
the butcher shops. Hence , these questions: Should a Christian 
1 :< t such u»«« in his own homy; should he cat i: m a heathen 
temple; should he eat ii in another person's house; and 
should lie eat it in Lhe presence other Christians? The 
answers, to these questions begin here; and after a paren- 
thetical l, h ap 1 10 , the subject is resumed. 

J litre arc difficulties in exegesis- The first verse says, "We 
know that we all have knowledge, 1 ’ However, die second 
verse weakens this by saying that no one knows as he ought, 
and worse, 8:7 seems to contradict 8: 1 by saying that not 

everybody hus knowledge- A similar contradiction occurs 
when Ratnails 1:21 says that the heathen know God . : 1 1 1 ! 
i Corinthians 1:21 says that they do not know God, tVhik: 
orthodox Christians today are on ihc defensive against allega- 
tions .-I contradictions in the Bible, ii is unlikely that even a 
liberal, ji he is seriously interested, would fail 10 suspect that 
Paul had Something relatively consistent in rnind Slid was 
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snn .win of crass stupidity, lhe conservative Bible scudcin 
wall is to discover the rond-ircncy- 

A suggestion found in more than one commentator is 
ihac 1 he word &IS ipatucf, 1 in IS si refers to us more mature 
Christians. However, there is no- such him in the icuc, One 
■..m h 1 : suppose ihai "wc all” means only the apostles: '■■2 

:! Ic did, cht: second hall of ihe verse would toinici the 
apostles of conceit, 

Ghhauscn iriod to distLiignish between jn«r'« (knnwl- 
in fi:l as s general ground of knowledge or some gen- 
cnl principle, and hk gnosis in 8z7 a.< this particular knovvh 
edge; b ui 1 his distinction i> ruled out by ibe rii *t phrase of 
fitl, which specifics a certain partieuLji knowledge, -md .i Iju 
by !>:4 where the same particular recurs. 

Another suggest i n is rhat 8: : js speaking of theoretical 
knowledge and 8:7 has to do wilh practical knowledge. 1h.il 
is to say, id! Corinthian Christians know- theoretically that 
ihcrc ii only one God „stid ihat idols are nolliiog; \.ct this 
knowledge s$ mu practical in the persons whose actions rhu 
knowledge dt»es not control, However, lhe text dues no I 
seem to say tills, 

A slightly better suggestion would have it; wc all Jfave 
jffHfi " knowledge, especially the particular knowledge about 
sac rtf ices to idols’, bm this knowledge thr gao.ci .11 bv it,s*.-H 
puffs a man up, "I his makes good sense; but onc e Spain the 
text is against it. Hi fttfkii ordinarily nu-anji knowledge in 
general, ihc universal concept of knowledge, rather than Lhe 
pat 1 ic/ukii tontept of tliis one piece of information. further, 
h> zgape (b’AcS, a parallel const ruction, death cannot mean 
•Ins love or same love, hiu love in general. Nor does this 
mtmtrFcUition explain Irow all have it in 8: 1 and nos all have 
it in B: 7 _ 

I here arc snii oihei difficulties', II knowledge js such [hi 
; makes a man concdtfcl, what can an evart Helical with 
his principle of $&fo. Scripture do with Jf Peter 1:2-8, 
"Grace be Tmdctplicc! to you in (the! knowledge, ol 
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Cod . . . who has granted us all things necessary for lift 1 and 
piety by knowledge. , . In addition, there arc similar 
verses sn John's writings. How can knowledge as such cause 
conccil when it is Lhe mcaus necessary to life and picly? 

A stilt better attempt i-s co modify the universal ''we all 
know” by the limitation of 8:2, '‘ll anyone thinks (present 
indicative ) he knows someth mg,' 1 he doesn't quire. This 
parallels 3 ; S S above arid is similar Jq Galatians thS, "it any- 
one thinks he is something when he is noi. 1 ' This, snterp rtu- 
tion could possibly allow Si L to hi.- taken as sarcasm: We all 
know- don't we, oh yeah! 

Somehow devout people hesitate to think that Jesus or 
Paul could have ever been sarcastic. However, John the B-p- 
list was surely sarcastic in Matthew £>:];>. Sarcasm. therefore, 
is not to be ruled out, in spite of some objections. One might 
say that (iidamen (we know) in 8: -3 is parallel with the obla- 
mt* in 3: 1 , and since 3:4 is not sarcastic. 8: 3 cannot, be. The 
object ton is poor, however, for 8:4 is hardly parallel, because 
(2) &:2 supports ’he idea of sareasm, and (2) 8:3-4 separates 
Lhe second oidame tt from Lhe first. 

The result is that one cannot tell whether 8: ] is sarcastic 
or not. .Since it could be, the allegation of contradiction fails. 
Further, if 8: l is nor. sarcastic, 8:2 can still be taken very 
reasonably as a modification of 8:1, and the allegation again 
fails, 

Thf modification is indeed very reasonable, A person who 
is conceited because of his academic training knows nothing as 
he should. Einstein, not a Chris- ban, was very modest and as- 
scried, thal itLiin would, never know how nature really Works, 
Chaim iVhcrriowiu quotes Einstein in a conversation: "We 
know nothing about it at all. Our knowledge is but the knowl- 
edge of school children, . . . We shall know a little more than 
we do not- But the real nature of things— that we shall never 
know, never” {R va tiers Digest, Aug. 1972, p. 28). 1 Note Lhat 

I li» ii lh o.i *• ,-Jck ' ■*’- TJii* f'hilt.S'iphy nf Sewrtst a xd Br'reJ m fiini. 
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Einstein, SkC F-ud, both ;i»«rt 5 and denies knowledge within 
the space ot .* par^^r^ph. No contradiction h involved. 

I'hr tie:-,i I phrase of 8:3 needs some explanai ion too- The 
mivoiing ordinarily adopted vs; If a niai> loves God, ibis man 
is known bs. God, However, the Word this ( A tw ft>.< !■ regularly 
refers to the nearest antecedent (as cclvi-ei in French}, Taken 

me Sentence mean?: if .c man loves God, God H known by 
the mail- This would correspond to I John 4: “-8, '‘Everyone 
who loves has been horn of God and knows Gfrft- Eh' who 
docs not love, does not know God." In addition to the gram- 
matital usage of Houtos and ill addition id the parallel i it 
I John, one can defend tins interpretation by noting that tire 
other meaning involves the superfluous statement ihat God 
knows this rtiio'i. After all, God is on’misLient and knows 
everything. There is no point in saying sup here. 

Nevertheless, comment aloes are run likely to be favorably 
impressed. They will Find reasons to make koutos refer Lo the 
snore remote antecedent- Then, the verse will say: ‘Tf a man 
loves- God, this man is known by God,” The difficulty about 
omniscience is easily removed, Biblical usagjc allows os to 
translate the- veil.- fen ore, when God Is ■!:-.■ kno-wev. as cJie-o.se 
or approve. For example. Psalm t :h- says :b,j; ''God. knows 
the way of the righteous.” This does not mean that God is 
ignorant oL the way of the wicked. Rather, it means ihar God 
approves. Accordingly, in the present verse. God approves of 
the m;<n who loves him. Some commentators argue further 
thin if God appro 1 - vs of a man, this approval guarantees the 
Ett.in 5 s knowledge, but i jiU lead', u s into further dif Ik ulries.. 
Though st mat be true in some sense [’rial Love produces 
knowledge, lhe more basic principle is that knowledge is a 
prerequisite for love bceaussc no me can love an unknown 
object . 

The text, itself. js ino brie I eo rule out complete!’. some 
form of Lhis second and common interpretation, but :hc 
grammar, the position of the 'bentos, rsther clearly ls%j the 
first, arid refers to m.m's knowledge of Cod., 
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rhw last two vLTf.i-.a li®vf now become parent hcifcat, md 
in the.’ next verse, I 4 jli I returns 1" the main thought, 

E “So then, concern trig (he ruling of idol ljctIIjccs,, we 
know th:M there is n<> idol in (he world *n<l that iherc is no 
God but on;. 1 ' 

“U'u know* {vuifitn cri ) in a sciwe repents the aidanlvn a\ 
8:J b but El is net Strictly parallel and cannot be used to rule 
out safe asm at the hcHinmiig. It i* not parallel because the 
nbjf* i till k-nowltdge is not lilt S.irnc in the two seises; .Above, 
'■sc knev, Ui.it, Wr :!l had knowledge, litre, Wr know lh.il 
(here is no idol mu the world. 

It i> tempting (o translate the last phrase as, “we know' 
that lui idol is nothing in ihc world." Yet it seems patently 
u-limu- that lllCre arc no idols, for wc can see litem on the 

«reoi corners in Corinth send in the temples', TKev ire mu 
‘’-‘'nothing/ 1 J ■..■ r they are- made of s|onc, wood, or silver; 

Furthermore, Otitic ri ■:idown and midi'is theoi appeal to 
be parallel con strut' lions. However, one ciRtiet irahislaie the 
toner phm.se -is "a God is nothing," Hence, one must say, 
“t here is no idol and there is no God,' 1, 

At for the literal- falsehood, which, as noted before, char- 
acterize?. both translations, one ran reply shat by the word 
idol, Paul mcaus the gods they' rtpresem, 'Chat is to say, Zms, 
Ares, Poseidon* kil. do noL exist, there are no such gods ;t? 
all. 

Yet, Paul does not mt-.m ihai the Greeks sacrifice to 
nothing, for in JO; 20 below, he asserts that the Gentiles sacn- 
ficed i o demons. 1'hesc r-zifsi (hough /c-hk do« not.. 

Th is passage is one of several that shows how wiling :'•*(* 
RorUitftLSti are in their defense of Using graven images in their 
worship. They wish to define idolatry ns the worship of the 
stone image itself. If one bows be I ore the idol, but u! the 
saute ri.mu understands Lhat it only rvpresefus God <*< a saint, 

■ r is not idol airy, according to the Romanists. Mow, ihcse 
Gorin [hiatl Greeks recognized that the stone idol was not 
itwlf ftcns. When the silversmiths at Ephesus saw their trade 
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diminishing and called on Great Artemis of the Fiphesimls, 
they and ail the mob realised the silver images w-ere only 
rewnabk facstmilies of the wooden image thai Artemis, hcr- 
srlf, had thrown down iTom heaven. The pagans knew, as 
clearly as the Romanists, that (he idol was not tis-cl I rhe god. 
So did Jeroboam when at the beginning of the northern king- 
dom, he erected two golden calves to represent Jehovah. 
Therefore, d Romanism were right, neither the Ephesians nor 
the northern Israelites could have hecn idolaters, hui this is 
precisely what Exodus and I Corinthians condemn. 

5-ti 'Tor even if there are so-called gods, either in heav- 
en or on earth, as there tire gods many and lords many, 
nevertheless for us [here ss one God, lhe Father, of whom art 
all [hirigs and ivc arc for him, and one Lord Jesus Christ, 
ihroufih whom are all tilings and we through Slim,” 

'The first phrase * an mean cither (1 ) the heathen imagine 
lhm there are many gods, though they do not really exist, for 
there is only one God, or (?) some beings arc called gods, 
whereas ihcy are really demons, so for us and for fact lie; re is 
but cnIC God. The second inierp relation is (SiC better OTIC 
because the phrase l ’as there ure many gods 1 " admits the exis- 
tence of such beings, 

The present writer had an interesting c<m versa. Eton wish 3 
Jehovah's Witness. After 3tis standard assertion that John 1:1 
rmtans ih,iii Christ i* a god, 1 asked him how many gods, there 
were. He replied that (h is verse in 9 Corinthians teaches that 
there are many gods. He did not see Lhat he was putting 
Chose in the of demons. 

In S:6, the two occurrences of "all things'" should per- 
haps be rendered "“the universe." /u pant a is the regular 
Greek philosophical term for the universe, hither way, the 
sesrse says that all things came from God. it dues not then say 
lhat we also came from God, nor, as the KJ has :I, that w 
are in Him, 1 l is true (hue wl- came from God; it is true ihai 
we are in Him, for wc live and move and. have oUi* being in 
God {Acts 17:28), However, this verse says that we exist for 
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Him 3 1 id to stive Mis- purposes. God erected ,i:l 1 hi lags fur the 
purpose of displaying his manifold wisdom i L.jili. 3:9-10), 
Popular religion frequently speaks as if God existed for our 
purposes. ij i : God were :s valet. The idea w<<* expressed by 
the Fivrn: h free-thinker, who said < s f course God would for- 
give him e’est Sort metier that’s Jus job but il is false that 
God exists for man ssatke- The- scriptural position is that God 
!>>■ ■ tli created the cl ay anti then, like a potter, fashioned it Hi 
suit HimscJMKom 9 = 21 - 23 }. 

I hi verse i ujitinucst "and one Lord Jesus Christ through 
whom or by whom the universe cxis-l-s/* Dia with the genitive 
is iimriwnemaL We -tre justifies l by /ttt&tis of {rfw pi$tt:os} 
faith, not on the luisis of faith {dia pisiin, dia with the accusa- 
:ivL i, Thus Christ, the largos oi Wi^lom or ilic Father, is the 
in si rumen t lie used in creation, 'lire persons of the Trinity 
.Li’c d'.T.'i ei't i i-nliy equal, and Christ is *mt others God jrt His own 
right. However, there h a functional subordination, 

I'hen die verse ends:: “and we by liinn''* This phrase 
quires some slight cupUnsaison- U t$ also a ease of 4k with the 
genitive.; but the agent, His means, and His purpose should be 
specified;, the Father is no doubt the agent, Christ is the 
means, but Itow tire 'W” ihetnphy I he end? Gowlcs reduces 
the Stffie L-; the idea that man as well as the physical universe 
(-scaled. I his is ftnt ami repetitious- Kunhermcrc . ut 
pQfita m (hook phili^i .phy is nci! limited to ihe physical And 
especially to i lie inanimate universe., and much less should it 
be so lint i Lett in the New G'est-amenl, How then does one 
explain hanks? 

rhe plural pronoun occurs ihrt-e limes in this verse. J lie 
lost instance is: " r s>i us there is one God.” Obvious] j.', ihe 
persons rp/tsred to arc Christian* in strong .cenlras-t with th< 
psgvub, Ihe second instance, “and we for it is purposes,” 
could refci m all luirtr.n: beings because { I ) what is said is 
true of heathen, mid Christians alike and (2) the reference to 
steal ion is all inclusive, Still, Paul probably had Christian 5 in 
mind, Hit third instance, the erne that needs explanation:, is 
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also attached to the idea of creation and so mi^hi refer to all 
persons. However, h scents better to restrict it tv Christians. 
II it rne.mt all mankind, nni only c?h > we have die Slat and 
repet ilioys interpretation of CowLl-s, but we fail to place 
enough significance on the words, “one Lard Jesus Christ.”' JF 
the tills ’"Christ'’ Stood alone, one could possibly understand 
His agency in creation, bur with ihe additional title "Lord,” 
the soTcrtvlugicaJ work of Jesus is surely intended. Therefore, 
the phrase m. :ae he Lakert ns: Noi only is the I id Jesus the 
agent in ere 1 lion, i: w also He who makes us Christians. J he 
but that Paul does not ment ion lire Holy Spirit hardly beats 
on ihrs interpretation. The (nwitcstt, concerned with the idols 
as i! is, docs not necessitate such a mention and. as often in 
: his epistle, so hero Paul omits an item that would not have 
particularly advanced his purpose. 

7 '"But | this] knowledge is not in all; but some [Chris- 
rians] even yet accustomed to idols cat -o a sacrifice Hi ihe 
idol, and their conscience because Weak is defiled/ 1 

The question of knowledge w.w discussed above, Clearly 
iliis verse doc's not refer so knowledge in general. It has to do 
with this knowledge. This knowledge cannot be a knowledge of 
creation as mentioned in 8: 6, nor immediately a. knowledge of 
:be gods and demons- in 8:5 r but rather ail oi ft: 4-6 because the 
rein sunder of 8:7 specifics idol sacrifices. The wesik Christ bus 
did cm-L know :b,i= ihe :nc.:i w r ,cs :u incut and nothing more, 
i iiH.’y regarded it -is sanctified to the idol with the result lilLt 
when they an* :.i. as they w. nun macs did, they worshipped the 
idol anil so violated their consciences. Their const iences werc. 
of course, wrong. Had they known more theology, they could 
have eaten without self-reproach. However, though their con- 
sciences were wrong, it was also wrong •• violin t them. Paul’s 
problem here was double. Obviously, he had to intnruci these 
ignorant Christians so thal rhey could eat this meal without 
sinning, ban lie also had ibproteet them in thefe a[Jtm;Hcure eon- 
dttkitt rstfscL prevent them from worshipping idols by sn act i li is 
di, 4 i. properly un-tier Stood, was no sin at all. 
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8 "Bin rood will not present [tom mend] us to God; For 
neither art »vr inferior ii w* do txn vat, nor superior il we 
do" 

No tkmbL in Paul's day. and nr*.’ r-t l-l i r» J y in. she pji:>r . ■:■ m u i v , 
people who had superstitions quirks rj| conscience have 
thai^ht them selves superieu Chris tims because they refrained 
:f, .1111 doing i ii';» I>: I i i : 1 1 « Iteri more '‘worldly" Christians did 
rial retrain. It is .also rrtif thill strong Chri Si Saris ■-Strong he 
cause they were no( bound by such scnLpJev-congiicuJait’d 
r hem Selves on their strength and turned up their noses ,n 
the it weaker brethren, litiwcver, insofar as it is a matter of 
doing or not doing this or that, both groups are wrong, 
Neither doing nor abstaining coim-mcnds us tr. God. Thai is to 
say. lliese choices are morally neutral. 3 n God "s sight, ii 
makes ilo difference how we decide. 

Of course, "doing this or (hat" refers to mailers that are 
neither commanded noi forbidden bv divine law. Obviously * 
Pant does not imply \hn\ aduhety or incest rontres no differ- 
ence. He is considering choices that lie am •A the sphere ,>l 
morality. 

On ihe other hand, white food as a matter of indifference , 
and while abstaining from certain foods is not wrong, abstain- 
ing hot* them for conscience' sake is wrong. The weaker 
Oil, :si : .in l.-icks knowledge and is immature] his conscience 
should be Corrected and s( ength cnect. Again, while food is 
indifferent. ,;nd there is innhing wrong in eating n ( earing il 
to i she sake of display ins one’s knowledge rut her than for 
nourishment ...j ..isu:, is also wrong- fins line of conductor, 
more spci ifically, this molivatiun is what Paul calls coitorii o* 
being puffed up, 

In view oT the lari Lh:.i Paul SO deark indicaics tba( 
some chon cs are not moral dunces, that one* with good con- 
science car do either iJns or ili.it. is it wise Foi pophbtr Chris- 
tian leaders to cell young people rh.u "<inrl has, a plan for 
you: life” and that one should take- care t.o find it? Then, the 
tcviL .Lgt i worries whether God would have him become .i 
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stockhrokei or ii automotive .tmgmeer, or whether IK" should 
muurv the hlimtlt the brunette? Paul says ih:it it makes n-o 
difference— do what you like;, only in the second example. 
Lhe blonde and (he bruswitc most both be Christians. Other- 
wise. ic makes no spiritual difference; nciihci choice pleases 
God move chan the olhci. 

9-lD “Nevertheless see M'i.lI this your right [to make 
cither c hoice I does not become iut < ;l'i stacic ip weak Giiis- 
i in is] , Pot d ^nneone sK>'ywi, who have knowledge , ret lin 
jng in an idol's temple-, will not ihe conscience of him who is, 
weak be- em ouraged to eat the idol sacrifice?" 

No immature teen-ager is likely to have his conscience 
damaged by inlolhcr"> choice of automotive engineering 
r:i c her than bjrote-iga, but hi cases where a certain type of 
condwi has T because ol intention, been sin, this conduct, 
even devoid ol sinful associations, when chosen by a mature 
Christian,, can be a temptation to die ignorant dirit-iiaik The 
Ut(ft sees the fofrtlCi reclining, as isto the ancient posilioil,al 
the h.mqviLi (able, and r^ninsi Ins con.fici.enec .dsn recline* -Old 
eats, that is, he ijtliennonaily honors the idol. Ln such a ras-c-, 
the mature Christian has contributed to the other's itn. 

li.iiiiig. in the idol’s temple is doubt It is worse than buying 
the meat in the butcher sb-op and taking tl home. The ques- 
(Lots is .j ^.sm discussed in 10: 1 9 ff- lhe re it will seem ih.n 
taking the sneaL home is allowable, bul eating il in the temple 
tf not. 

3 3-13- "for ihi wjk [Christian || i- destroyed by yoifr 
knowledge t the brother For whom Christ died, And thui, 
sinning against your brothers .md woupding ihcir -weak con- 
science you sin against Christ. Therefore ;l food scandalizes 
my brother, I will never eai me*l ever, in order that 1 may 
Hot scandalise my brother,' 1 

[» traduced by gar (for), ft: II is a reason Tor something, 
im hardly -t reason for H; L if. I herefone, KJ suppresaes the 
■goT. J h:s b inung. fat ih.t verst- is indeed ,j it-asufj forsoittc- 
thing, Indeed SlHkl l give a double reason for Si9 which is. 
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“Do not Ice your right become an obstacle” bcceitf# {],) rhe 
vveak conscience s-v J] be defiled and because i''.:| the weak 
Qmsiian will be destroyed. 

Among uthej things there is here :.< Lesson in hiiinur) 
psychology, One would think that a superstitious person, 
wh,, perchance Avoids fotack '.'id--, would react lather strongly 
against the rational adult who deliberately gets the black can 
to cross his path ill Order lo explode die Superstition. Would 
not \u<h an action make chtr superstitions person all the inmre 
scrupulims? AcLec to this the strong religious motive of avoid- 
ing idolatry, -,md tl becomes hard lo understand how Lhe 
we.:k Chamaus could be induced to commit whai he consid- 
ers j serious >iit, Would he not instead regard ihe strong 
Christian as really weak and wot Idly. c 9 s postulate with him, 
and be siremhcncfl in his weakness? Unfortunately, weak 
Chnstiani and all others, m tim«, are wt fully rattontd and 
are, .l? a m. liter ut isrt, induced by had logic is. violate their 
consciences.. J hus by one m os's knowledge, the ignorant 
brother is destroyed. 

However, is n possible to destroy .1 weak brother for 
whom Christ di.i?rll J Dues not Christ hold this brother in His 
hand sc- that n - one can pluck hire out. and is not the Father 
Cjeater than ,dl so Urn no one can pluck him "til 0" my 
FaLher’i hand? How then can my knowledge destroy ,10 igr 
no rant C 6 n istian? 

i ::> to be mired th,;!. (he verb destroy [apollutai) is one 
that i> used for utter destruction. U'c met it m j: Ik; we - hail 
mtet Et again in 1 :j : L 3 . Compare also Matthew 5 : 29 - 3 - 0 ; John 
3:15-1 (>; Acts 3t37; Romani 2; 12; 33 Peter 3; J o. 9; artd 
on i - 1 \ two references instil, 

Charles Hodge, confident that of all whom the Father 
gave (Jim, Christ would lose none, :<-?««■ in Paul’s cora- 
p,UliOm in shipwreck, !i. was predestined that none di nld 
drown, but fbatl wants them that they would, drown unt'ers 
they stayed in ihe ship. Thus the warning iiseli prevented 
their drowning. 
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However, ihe wanting in the present although ft 

may prevent die destruction of some weak Christians, does 
not say dial it will prevent dcsnucik'rt in every case. The 
wanting here is not jiddrcsscd 10 those its d luigcr ol pen-brng, 
.-.s in 'he case of the shipwreck. It :* addressed to mature 
Chitslsaiis who indeed should obey it bii! who might not. 
I’hiMfcfeirty ihe passage seems to sujjgcs! iliat some have been 
nr will be destroyed. 

Hodge -Ho says that there is a sense iit which Christ died 
tor every human being, so that thy* persons in question here 
may hot hive been truly converted, However, this suggestion 
as poor because ihe test explicitly refers to the person w a 

brother. 

There are several other poor suggestions, One is ih.it eai- 
ing Jin n, a I hint, indifferent, would uol merit hell, so that 
the verb here dexs not mean final destruction- U'lic liter or 
not ihe v«rh means, final destruction (urd m least n does su 
frequently- enough j, to ssn against conscience , even though 
the conscience be mistaken, is a sin that merits hell 

Another poor suggestion is that Sill 1* .► question and 
hence not an assertion. However, even it :: is a question, ,tS 
the KJ hits it, (1) iL is a rhetorical question with the force Of 
an assertion,, and (2) there is no necessity for taking it as a 
question a| .ill le state? a reason. 

A sTiLu h better attempt is to examine the verb apoliumt and 
determine whether in every case !i me. ms dost run ion in hid], 
We haw seen that il of|en docs, but lei :■ -:k at some of the 
"ihcr ninety-two instances, In Matthew |[l;T2 and Luke 15t4, 
S, 9, “24, 32 and 33, i= means "lose”; to lose .1 coin, 10 lose :■ son, 
I • 1 k ,.• ! i: I refers to perishing of hunger. Compare Matthew 
3:29, 30; 9t 17; John fi:12; II John 8; and others. 

“I he conclusion is that since the lost ™in was later found. 
I here is rto linguist 11 reason 1 < (^suppose ih.tl apotium 1 has to 
mean linjtl, hre cricvable dcslnitliM in hell. Therefore* only 
i 3 io&- who want ui inxyrtr .l tcnnr.itEsction io (hr; Bible will SO 
understand it. 
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lii order nut i'j sin against ;i Christian J>r<nKei . and so s5si 
tt^iinst Christ, Gill I ; hires* "ii U»od caus-es mv brothei m 
sin. L will ii^j-E eat mCiSi ever," Rcmei^kr, though, that Paul 
condemned Pc lei l^r his hypocrisy when he stopped earing 
meat in order to appease she ignorant consciences of the 
judaiaers in Antioch,, I! wc deter u. every supers!) Lions 
scruple. not only would our own lives become uneom forLibly 
restricted, hut worse, wc would be encoumgmfc *up«Mtition. 
Was noi the Jerusalem Council .1 i<-hnkv to those whose con- 
sciences u-U5 them that Christians Suii to hi- circumcised? The 
situation is puzzling for in Gvd;»iau$ 2:3. Paul forbade (he 
Circumcision of I'itus, but Paul, himself, circumcised Timothy 
in Acts llii'i “baaiiw of :Iil Jctys that were in" Lyslra and 
Icotliitfn, Are Wc not Caught oil the dilemma 5 horns? Fitln-i 
wc cause she weak brother to sin b> confinnbg his heretical 
superstitions ■■ we i iwisc him to sin by enticing him to set 
against conscience. Lta« subject is further pursued iii chaplet 
H>i and it may be pcdagogically wise to Lei the reader slew 
is- it It the meat until [hem. 
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Some pages back, a liberal view was mentioned ih.n re- 
solved the two Corinthian epistles into a patchwork culled 
from four 0rigi1i.1l letters, One piece tif evidence alleged was 
ibis ninth chapter, li makes ,1 complete break with chapter 
eight and then chapter ten continues chapter eight. I fence, 
some scribe mrist hive cut out this chapter from a lost letter 
and inserted it here. 

Now, if l lie break is as sharp as this liberal view requires, 
tlic scribe must have been exceeding] y Stupid to insert it here. 
What is worse, it becomes impossible to account for its indu 
sion m all existing MSS, On the other hand, if the break is 
not so sharp, and if there is some reason and continuity to it, 
the liberal view is without foundation. 

In support of the conservative position, two things should 
he noticed, 1 1 ) "t he re Is indeed a break* but it is not so abso- 
lutely sharp as the I then)] theory requires. For that matter, 
tht epistle 1.7 full, of breaks: factions, incest, law suits, mar- 
riage., one subject after another. Hence no suspicion should 
-■rise here. Then, (?) chapter ten does noi return so fully m 
chapter eight as to require chapter nine to be regarded; as a 
purely parenthetical insertion, and (&) there is the subsidiary 
consideration that while an author cart feel free to make such 
breaks as he desires* an editor who warned two letters to look 
tike one would take care to construct a plausible CCrtlt in tuty. 

The connection between cighi and nine lies in a he con- 
cept of a Christianas rights. If a Christian has rights, so has an 
apostle. Hence the subject will be Paul’s rights. They had 
Escen questioned. 

I -2 7 Summary: In answ-d to criticisms, Paul asserts hi? 
ligliLs.': Co marry, to irarive a tahny. 05 10 decline il, hither 
< ■ '-.sps.- is legitimate for in Go*pd pearlier. Paul prefers the 
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1 iAt dsh i p of rv> salary, as ln> a 1st* accept sort ser hardsh ips for i \ ic 
Gosjxd’s suSm-. Oihcrwise. Ik* might Fail to win tlie prize. 

1-2 "Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Have I not 
seen. Lhe Lord Jesus? Are you not ms work in (he Lord? If to 
others ) am not 1,0 apoitte, l certainly am to you; for you are 
my seal of apostkship in the Lord.'" 

The connection between this and the previous chapter, as 
we just saw, is somewhat of a problem. In addition, chapter 
nine by itself presupposes matters, hoc explicitly mentioned, 
1 = is clear that some people in Corinth were attacking Paul; 
some may have denied his apostolic status; others found fault 
with various of his policies; and possibly what some objected 
50 , others approved of and vice versa. The situation was seri- 
ous enough to need a statement Irom Paul, 

The Tca . tus Rfccpi tis (essentially Erasmus’ edition of the 
New Testament ), against the best MSS, which Erasmus did 
not have, reads, "Am I not an apostle? Am C not free?" Not 
only is this the poorer reading, it also makes the break sharp- 
er than it is. and u changes a good sense into something 
illogical. Chapter eight had discussed the rights of ChrLstisms- 
Paul was a Christian and enjoyed the iaroc rights as others; 
hui he was also an apostle, and therefore had additional 
prerogatives. To put apoftfe first and free second makes ara 
anticlimax. 

Tlic particular rtgh: that Paul wants to discuss ]J the right 
to receive remuneration for his ministerial services. He also 
wishes to defend Iris relinquishment of this right. Though this 
is different from the exact situation In the previous chapter, 
the principle is much the same; so there is no need to hypoth- 
esize ,1 clumsy insertion hi A stupid scribe. Incident a Uj; not 
ail scribes were stupid, contrary co the impression liberals 
manage to make. 

"Ain l not free?" Here, Paul claims whatever freedoms 
Christ gives to His people, lit 9; Lft below, this includes a 
freedom from men, white b nonetheless Paul resigns 10 become 
(he servant of all in order to gain some. 
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"Am I not an ipostle? 1 ' 'I hi*, ai kani suggests ihas some 
Corinthians had denied :i a supposition ih.ii receives strong 
confirmation in (he next few lines. Paul met similar opposi- 
tion iti Galatia. Here, hr defends hfe aposikship on t wo 
grounds-. (Ij'TUve I itoi seen ihe Lord?" To hav* ntn 1 hi 
1 e corrected Christ wits a prerequisite to licsng, an apostle (Acts 
1 : 22 ), Paul's claim to hate seen the l ird I since he presume 
.::?!v ,i Ait never seen Jesus iic-Tott the crucifixion, and, it would 
In 1 immaterial jf lie h-ul) refers to his journey to Damascus; 
and this implies (hut his experience then tv&s neither .1 vision 
nor -s dream . and much less an cpiteput: seizure (epileptics do 
no( remember what happens during .1 i : inn no her that (he 
incarnate, risen Christ actual h relumed from lleavi 
'peak to him. ( 2 1 Paul's second argument in defense of his 
,1/piteitesbip contrasts Corinth wiih other 1 hies. “JL u> others I 
■ini lilji an apostle'": Ihi'- mi(*hL mc^n merely “It 1 was not 
the apostle who founded (heir churches." chough 1 did Imp- 
pen to visit r he 111. However, perhaps ii is bi’-itcr i,i refer it to 
rilits faul rics-tr visited. Residents of such cities [nil'll l doubt 
rii;:i he was an apostle; bm how could lie Corinthians with 
whom he had worked for nt lean I .» year and a half? Ihe 
Corinthian church was. the seal of his apositeshlp, the .stamp 
of Gods approval, so obviously thai ihe main body oL Cluis- 
li.srts there would. have to rebuke Paul’s dcliattcu'v. 

3 "My apology to (hose who question me is rim." 

Gt am mat ical.lv, “I his" can refer 10 what precedes or o 
what succeeds, Since it is the last word in the scuu-nce, 01m 
might suppose it to refer to whit follows. 

A choke between ihvsic two d .LinmAtrcaJ possibilities 
depends di) the interpretation of toe passage. If vpofQgw is 
bis defense of his .ipostlefthip. then ft : 3 completes !>: 2 . for 
y : - i do no? give any (kkn-se of his apqstleship'i However, 
:hc criticism wi-w directed jr both his aptusllfrrtrip :uitl his 
conduct. If apvhgui has to do wich 11 defense .it his conduce, 
then ft:U introduces wl>.i! L. .blows. 

Hndhy, in the Expositor's Greek ST argues: if Paul 
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i (Hjlri prove his apnsricship, bjs. rights follow .tototiiaiiciilly. 
So the’- do; bit( while Pa u 3 "z rights follow logical k From his 
aposclcshrp, the Ctoripthiahs, in their various opinions, needed 
ainu' convincing. As a master of fa< l, Pay I spend* -mine liiru- 
defending his riches, no matter how automatic the logic i.*>, In 
>l: i 2 P Paul has. -defended his aposileship; in 3:4 ff . lie defends 
his rights. 

I hU leaves the sense of 9:3 somovhat up in the air, but 
however baste ■ postJeship may be, the main subject, con- 
tinued front ehapLer right. is rifihts t and therefore i* is ;t little 
better to use 9:3 sis nil introduction to what follows. 

■=■ !i “Do we not have a fighi *i. and drink? Do vve 
not have a right to travel with a sister [Christian j wife as also 
the Dthci apoitk'j. ami Lhe brother of the Lord, and Cephas? 
Ch do I only and Banlahus have no right not to work?” 

Paul b^i«s the defense on his conduct by asking a rhetor- 
tea] question ; Kli l can only he nnswered :ii the- a I ! i i :n .u tve: of 
course everybody has llir riglu to- eat and drink, Nobody is 
under a moral obligation to starve himself t" death, libs tv pc 
o| introduction, by requiring, an affirmative attswer, is a 
method tb prepare For acquiescence in whatever follows, 

Gfoshcrdk' ha* a different iilterprcl..i liOTV. Hi- ill ink* Paul is 
referring to the right eat meat offered to idols. This iv a 

poor suggestion because fa] the chapter ha& nothing to do 
ulrh meat offered to idols, .ind (b) since eating meal offered 
to idols was a matter of dispute, it would not evoke the 
strong .i! fir m arive answer to an introductory rhetorical 
question. 

Tin first interprets.! tens the re fore i- rhi- better one, but 
with a modi (teat ion, Paul is, not concerned with starving til 
death. Ills point becomes dear n fe# verses klovti [Joes, he 
not have rh-. n-hi ro car, therefore to buy food, with money 
contributed by the churches? The argument concerns the 
legit i in j.c y of a pa id min 1st tv . 

To be manjed and to ti ivpl with a wile is another apos- 
tolic right, The brothers of Jesus exercised this right, Who 
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were these brothers? Acts hi -I express]) di-si innuistK* the 
brothels: of the Lord from the twelve; UlOugh James became 
prominent and is almost called an apostle in Galaiiaiu 1:1.9. 
VII . i them, r at (cast mo?* of ihcm were married, as the 
present verse makes dear, lift esc brol h lts of she Lord v. ere 
the actual brothers OS’ Jesus, SOUS of Joseph and Mary. The 
Rum isb elevation of celibacy, so contrar) to the Old Testa- 
rr’n:sit and Jewish thought, led to the position th : r. Jesus- W :■■ 
no i merely Man's firet'bom son, as Maiilww 1:25 and Luke 
2:7 say, hut her aaiy child. In addition n» the several irej« 
th ir speak of Jesus' brothers. Matlheiv I r2S, again, not pnK 
ti-ses the term /e>j| -bum, but definitely irtdicixt« that af ter the 
birth of Jesus^ Joseph and Mary lit ;.-d a normal married life. 

The Romish elevation of celibacy has always been ;l 
source of scandal- for some clm-c prior r.> the Sicenc Coudl. 
prints and monk- mismterpreurd these verses b) reducing 
"sister- wife” to "sister-wotis-irs"; anti they lived with nuns . s * 
helpers or maids. The Nicvnc Council and I aicr councils, con- 
demned riiis pr-iet icc. In the twentieth century Romtm church, 
too, celsbacv rrmitins a source of (rouble. 

However, the chief subject of rise paragraph is not the 
right to be married, bill the right to receive remuneration. So,, 
perhaps a little abruptly, this is introduced by rhe words , '’Cb 
do 1 only .ind B.i rnafnu have n<i right noi to work?"' Appar- 
ently, Paul's detractors asserted ihai Patsl had no right L-j 
cease from Eertt making and accept the con liibut ions oi the 
church, The ' '.her apostles could receive remuneration, but 
Paul arid llinTiabafe L doiu had riu rijthi lo * top working, There 
now follow three examples of (he right to he paid. 

7 “Hoes anyone ever go to war at his own expense? Who 
plants a vineyard and does not eat its fruit? Qi who shep- 
herds a flock and ilcici HOI eat i liv nlMk of the flock?" 

These examples ! rt oni ordinary secular business sliow that 
PauLs detrat^br-i apph- standards to him thai the)' woutd 
never apply in other matters. 

H-9 "Do f say these eking? a* | merely] tiMW liHusir:; 
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i h > i'.s ] ? Doe> not- *vcn ihc law say lb esc things? IKor in (he 
Jaw iif Moses it !5 written, Itia-u shrill not irt n ^.v. !■.- the os 
while fie is thresh irtf, Hut God is not c once meet with oxen, as 

he?” 

Air. hough ihe three tXiimples el re taken from aonetdetias- 
i i " ;i ] occtj pari nns, IT .1 dni’^ not i.vf- rhn.n as a mere empirical 
induction, His appe.d i> to Scripture, f'hc explicit tttminand 
is found in Deuteronomy 25:4. Deuteronomy 2thfi refers to 
a i run L-iiiy ihi Fruit of his vineyard, anti even excuses him 
from rnifitan service if he has not ye L enjoyed the fruit oJ i 
newly pJantted vitttyafth That (he soldier docs not go to war 
,ii his own expense is hinted ill ui Deuteronomy 20:14, 19- 
20. and is- ai least presupposed in the later books. 

The divine intent ol the lav. concerning i-xen, and lv 
inipJic.tTiOjn many other Laws, is alluded to in tIic question, 
God does not concern Himself with oxtfn. does He? The N VS 
has a good idea in uring "does he 3 ’ to indicate rhetorical 
negalive c. msTorts. Ils constant repetition in the NAS be- 
come; Jitifieial iLud tediouy, but as tin occasional iransJatton 
nothing bcTter can he found. 

The negative rhrloiicd question requites the answer. No, 

coutsi not G.i.l docs not concern Him pdf with oxen. 
Now, ...■! course, God corn i its llimseli with everything' and 
Lhe ordinary force of Lhe negative question is modified in the 
next verse, 

E t) “Dr does it say this psmtun for our take? 31 

Panics ran mean absolutely, Surely, presumably, prob- 
ably, certainly t altogether {see below 3 jl 9:22), Ska# the 
.Vlcisaii law spoke not only of oxen, but o! rh.c care of other 
animals too, we must not suppose Lnai Deuteronomy 25; 4 
has aOsoviir'ii no a earing on animats. We must, however, see 
-h.it the divine Intent included mankind as well The verse- 
should read, ,! Or does it surely say this for ■- ur sake?" The 
mem sememe answers Sp the affirmative. 

-J :oid K..5V make Gv/i, not it r die subject of the verb. 
God is the nearest an Lee. eden I and so there is some reason Ebr 
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this translation. However, the written law- forms (he con text 
on both sides of this sentence, and one cannot pantos rosh- 
otit such an antecedent, 

10b "h was written for Our sake* because it is riglu [or 
the ploughman to plough in hope, and the Thresher [to 
thresh] in hope of sharing. Ih 

The reason For Lhe command in Deuteronomy 25:4 is 
God’s provision for pro-fils 10 be derived from labor. God 
dea^cd (ha( this i* proper or right, 'lhe conclusion will soon 
follow: if the ox earns his food by working, and if men who 
plough and thresh do so as well, all the more docs God pro- 
vide a means of livelihood for ministers and apostles. 

31-12 "ll we have sown spiritual things for you, ik it 
great | too much] if we reap bodily [benefits] horn you? If 
others share this right over you, should not we the more? 
Nevertheless we did not exercise dm right, bm we endure all 
dungs ui order io give no hindrance io the (Lnupd of Ohris<_ 

The argument is perfectly dear, and becomes even more 
so in the next verse, However, here, there ii a local twiil to it. 
Paul's Corinthian detractors acknowledged this right in the 
eases of other ministers, and denied it only to Paul. 

hr human affairs, peculiar twists sometimes occur. The 
Plymouth brethren do not believe in a paid ministry— in spite 
of i his perfectly dear passage, bvi for years, one of their num- 
ber served j.s p-istor for a hisj It salary in a lar^e Chicago church. 
Now, [he Plymouth brethren .irt wrong; the gentleman had a 
scriptural right to- his- pay; but it is a human twist to accept a 
good salary while holding the theory of an unpaid ministry. 

Paul, however, did noi exercise his right. Apparently, his 
enemies {riot only those within the church, but also those in 
the heathen community) were b Liter enough !o accuse him of 
greed. 

13-14 ""Do you not know r h ;> x those who work wiih ihe 
sstfcred things eat of the temple, ihose who attend Llle altar 
: '--i t:.ike of the altar? So even the Lx>j d commanded 1 1 ijms who 
preach the GcxijxH to live of rite Gospel • ' ’ 
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h might Seem ihti' 9:7-11 had already said enough diom 
the right '.if the in mister tv re reive his living from the congre- 
gation- However, app*r*?ri|i3y the situation required Paul to 
belabor the point somewhat more, The principle That the 
priests should cat of sacrificed animals was accepted iis hca- 
[ Hondo in, but P.vul naturally refers to the Old Tcstamcnt- 
Theil he adds; Hoi only is Lit is 03d Testament doctrine, !.m.l e 
even the l.ord, E I hKHsei f, Commanded it in Matthew 10:3 0. 
Surely i it is is indisputably conclusive, 

13 “EJlM J made no use of these [privileges] , E did not 
write these '.Itings in order that >i should he so in my ■. ise, for 
it would be good for me to die rather than anyone should 
make my boas i void,” 

AEthough some commentators want to attach the Nr si 
smtenrt of this, verse .is an abrupt rnm hjriun tu w)ni pre- 
ceded, ind make ,i minor paragraph break after it. i: better 

to consider verse 14 as llic eoncLusion of Lhe previous argu- 
ment. Then., verse 15 begins a new paragraph, This will be* 
oonoi more evident in the explanation of verses Its. I Lb The 
main thought, ihcn, repeated from verse fi .is a new begin- 
nings ss, ‘‘I made no use of these” privileges defended in 
verses 7-] 4r, Theft comes a parenthetical remark: "I did not 
■.•.liie these [verses]” as a request fot remuneration. tic 
would. rHlhci die. The wording is a little awkward. The Aland 
text puts u dash after mtthtr then, and makes the remaining 
word r an m depend cot interjection; “No one *halJ void :ny 
boast 1” However, if there is some reasonable way to avoid an 
incomplete sentence, ir should he preferred. Meyer Icnies 
that fnther than Inuotltitts a comparison, a mi take.-, e ,is the 
l.dtin ■( ■:; ] s3t.il! die or r/.o no -, lie shall void in y boast. This 
b ii-'sc than the Aland dash. The trait station given show 
seems reasonable. 

3t?-E7 “Tor it 1 evangelise, 3 hint- nothing io boast of. 
Fur a necessity is laid upon me. Tor woe is me il I do ntd 

evangel iw- For il 1 do this willingly, 3 3 iavc -i reward; but if 

Unwillingly. I have been cue rusted wuh a stewardship." 
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Here are four reasons; four instances of the con junction 
for in these two verses: li is nccessaiy to see what each of 
lb esc reaftms is a reason for. 

u Fqt if 3 evangelize . . . 7 is A reason for the first phrase of 
verse 1 5. Tims: “I do not use these privileges, for if E evangelise 
[without pay] r 1 have nothing to boast about, ’ J he second for 
explains this last statement: E would have nothing to boast 
about became i «n% compelled to evangelise. The third for e*, 
plains this last; J am compelled to evangelize, for woe is men E 
refuse, The fourth /o^ the first and only one in verse I 7. goes 
back over the parenthetical ''Woe is me’ 1 to "l have nothing to 
boast of,' 1 arid to "J am under necessity.” Il explains why nec- 
essity prevent* bt^stiog. 'f bus: for if I cv;-uijte]i^ wiLlingly; eIsl-iL 
is, if preselling the Gospel were optional s villi me, I COtlld bous-t 
[h?x I c hose to preach, but if J have no option and am com- 
manded io preach, then this obligatiori of stewardship has been 
laid on me as any owner Lays such an ob Ligation on hi* slave. 
The stave then cannot boast tliat he obeys his owners -com- 
mand, To have Aground for boasting, a mart must do something 
not commanded. Now, while the E»rd commanded f^aul to 
preach, He did not command him to pleach without remunera- 
tion from the churches. This was made clear in verses 7-14, Paul, 
however, served without pay and so had a isrouitd fen b o«S E Lug, 
l 8 ‘'What then is my reward?” That Paul wanted pay and 
warned to boast may sound selfish and reprehensible, but his 
pay was . . . 

1 8b ' TJia t when preae hi ng 1 shal t make the Gospel 1 1 tr of 
cliatyjt sous not to use my rig hi in the Gospel.” 

Tbc^ gfneja) sense is that Paul's reward wav ilk- honor of 
making the Gospel free of chaise by tot exercising his rights. 

1 hi l.i t ; words Ure a bii n nn mm I grammatically. i j n--r;i : I ■• 
they mean: is otdfi io avoid emercising my rigboEs. Hawevcir, 
: J i -I." idea of purpose fits pcnirlv here. The tnrmdm ion ],jftgjXH.r- 
tion tlu reCott' shijuld Le-urtcierstoixt a* irsdieatin.ii a result:- m ik<- 
be ime-nded e.o make [he Gospel free, efi i s intention resulted 
in 3'iaf. retusiiig remtJiieraiion. 
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]‘J “for bring independent of ai| [people] , 1 enslaved 
mysel f !Q jil ]n order to gain more [converts]." 

EL" there was a $lsgli1 paragraph break at Verse L5-„ there is a 
mort' definite break here. The following describes in mere 
detail the mjtitntr in which Paul preached without pay, Yet 
ihe break is by no means complete, for the verso is a reason, 
tntrocluL'cd by another for. for what preceded. The reason 
seems, to attach to the phrase, “so as not to exercise ray 
rights.’’ The nonexercisc of rights is explained or exemplified 
by his enslaving himself to all. 

Hie words att and m#r<? refer to people, A poot Lrjnsla- 
lion mhlu make il say: Being independent of ail things, S 
emlavcd myself to .hi people, in order to gain more pu y. 
However, the inaseulmr plural toirs pleionai and the refer- 
ence la the Jews in the next verse shows that it is converts, 
hot pay (pay h neuwr singula^, chat are meant. 

20 "And os the Jews, t became as a Jew in order to gain 
Jews; to those under j iSter]; law as under jthej liw, Lliough l 
my sc- If am not under [the[ law. in order to gain those under 
[the] law." 

["be definite article is missing in the Greek text. This is 
not ai all unusual. In the context, with its mention of the 
Jews in this verse and the mention of the Gentiles in the next 
verse, the word fau/ can only mean the Mosaic law, the 

KJ omits "though I myself am not under [the] Jaw”; yet 
the textual evidence is decisively, indeed overwhelmingly, in 
its favor, 

2I-2S “I’o those without law |l becaiut| as without 
law, not being without Lhc law of God but in the law' oi 
Christ, in order to gain chose without law. To the weak 1 
became weak in order to gain the weak. I became all things to 
all men in order to save some somehow. I do ill things be- 
cause of the Gospel in Order to j participate it] il with [all other 
Christian:-,],'’ 

In ihe jj]r-\ ioos verse. Ire refused to cat jumkoshet food 
■ ■ he i: t«- wms witi, | us, but in i his verse, he willingly eats 
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pork to win the Gentiles. That there he no mijLin<)mLan^ng 
of the phrase, “without law, 1 ' Paul states that he is indeed 
tinder the law of ChrisL, He is bound by the moral liw. He i-i, 
however, free from the penalty of the law because of Isis 
redemption and free from ikual law because Christ fulfilled 
it. 

He also bdeumt 1 ■weak — thm is. he observed the foolish 
.wtupLi-s of Some people in ordei not to prejudice them against 
the Gospel. 

In this regard one must not, carelessly subscribe to what 
must be a common understanding of this passage. A super- 
ficial reading may suggest that Paul restricted himself to 
kosher food in Jewish communities in order to win unbeliev- 
ing jews 10 an acceptance of the Messiah, Then, in a pagan 
community, he ate pork, or otherwise disregarded ihe Mosaic 
laws, in order to convert Gentiles, 

No doubt this is so. t: has already been said. However, 
the actual text hints or more Lb an hints at something furiher, 
When St says that Paul observed foolish scruples* the refer- 
ence goes L)ack Lo the foolish scruples of immature Chris tisns. 
However, how could Paul save Christians who were already 
saved? flow could he gain them, if he had already gained 
them? 

Well, Paul was not one of these psychological experts 
who is trained to give a pep talk on four spiritual Laws which 
guarantee conversion in twenty minutes:, after winch they run 
off 10 another Favloman dog. Salvation is not an instan- 
taneous affair, nor is regeneration an observable event. Unlike 
ihe missionary minded Canadian minister. Paul did not hold 
th;u “no one has LI right to hear to Gospel twite until every- 
body has hoard li once,” Paul knew that salvation U a life* 
long affair. It docs not end with regeneration. For Lhat mat- 
ter. an evangelist ought not to conclude that a person hits 
been regenerated in bis meetings just because the "convert" 
shows some enthusiasm. If stub a person is actually regen- 
erated, sanctification is still a part of salvation. Immature 
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Christians have lo I>l- >,ivecL irom ignore nee and sift- l‘o en- 
courage and accelerate this life-long growth frr>in infancy to 
maturity, Paul accommodated himself to ihc new convert's 
superstitions, This was hi; policy in nil his activity ; lie be- 
came all things to ^ I men in order to save i^nc. *Sui h was his 
devotion t" die GospeL llU reward was to participate in it. 

Meyer, who is characterized by the proverbially pedantic 
■ ut d thoroughgoing German scholarship,, at Etljs point breaks 
out . : 1 1 u -i \ in lI beautiful sentence of admiration! “Note 
i hr humility of thy expression; he who Inborn! more than ail 
* i die rs has yei m view no higher reward for himself - , • than 
just tht Salvation Common to all IwJievOls." 

24-26 "Do you not know thaE those who run in Lite 
stadium all run* but (only [ oih* receives iheprixe? Run thus 
to win. Everyone who eontervds practices sell control ’ he \ 
to win a perishable crown, but we an imperishable. This is the 
way l mm, unambiguously; .this is the way I fight, not heating 
die air; but J give nty body a black eve and bring it under 
suhjeclioH h in order lhai I myself. Ssoeing preached to others, 
should not somehow he rejected- 1 " 

L'hese final verses now include an e short at ion to the Co- 
rinthians: ihcmseives. As Paul rr; ; i s- and figliEs like llntfC who 
compete in the Olympic games, so ought the (. Ion n chians. If 
i he athletes pc^f tice total sell control, so should we who 
strive for an imperishable reward. This it what Paul had been 
doing unambiguously {udtivs ). Tlve word an man “not nun- 
ksily,” However, (hi* hyrdly makes good »cu«. liven tas 
Christians .fic not crtiiith .loutt-ss. Rather the meaning must 
lie “obviously ,"" "’apparent to . 4 ]]," “uannistakubly "" Paul is 
calling the at Unit ion oF the Corim bin its to his manner of Life. 
It is clear lhai he expends the effort of an Olympic cham- 
pioil. tie t otitis .Is Ills body and hits hit opponent square on 
the jaw. No make believe shadow boxing lor Paul, less some- 
how he, himself, might lost. 

Paul does not really doubt lhai he will win, but he in'CS 
sum uoikJv iu prevent die “somehow” I torn becoming actual. 
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Summary: The preceding exhortation to al-I I - discipline it 
Strengthened by consideration of the Israelite- under Moses, 
They set bid Cx&fflpli^S. \V < rttUST resist such temptation*. 
t'.spcekiHy must we neve 1 participate i ri .; heathen sat ti fiee, 

? hough we may e,at the meat after u has been sold 10 the 
butcher shop. Nevertheless, wc should nor even then eat i: in 
lh.e presence of One who is plagued by ignorant superstitions. 

1 -d " 1 1 or ] do not sy id 1 you to be ignonriim, brethren,. 
TSt.it all cmr bihcfj were under the cloud and ..II passed 
through the 'tea, and all were baptized to Moses in the- cloud 
and in the sea, and all ale the same spiritual food, and all 
drank the- Time spiritual drink; for they drank from ih* spir- 
itual rock tltal followed [hem, arid the rock Was Christ.” 

Here, again. is one of Paul’s complicated sent ers ere, ex- 
tending through four verses. En it. to warn the Corinthians 
ftgatrvs e lux conduct, he begins to describe the experiences of 
Lhu 1st ; Gues under Moses, f'hey bail .ill eny.ved [he blessings 
here mentioned, hut as the uexl verse will say, Gt-:.i w;is 
displeased wirli must ol them- The w'h It fbur-v<-: se sentence 
is »m:n as :i rcatsim r’j-ri, a reason for the strenuous mopap- 
c ion of the Gospel. Paul warns against laxity, for laxiu 
mined most of tSil- people with Moses, 

This material from the Old I’estamen: is not hv de- 
spised, The events themselves and she fact that they were 
recorded arc: parts ol CknTs providence, t:. M. Robertson 
showy his displeasure with God's older revelation and his 
depreci ai ion os Paul, or of Paul's iusptraEirm. when he says;, 
“His treatment of the OT is a little fartcSiul. but In the best 
tradition of a rabbi uf lij* d iv"" 'Ip. fi7 •- I iis treatment is not 
fancitub i* b God’s own interpretation what Ik' • erttmand- 
etS Me?*** to write. 
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Note ili.is Pmil says, "all out Hi - hers.” Thus, in spile of 
[he fact that many Corinthian Christians were Gemik>, Paul 
corns! tiers the Israeli Its as their Fathers- Indeed,, since lie says 
all our fathers were with Moses, ie follows that K*u] does Hoi 
consider lEie GeniiE-c biological father^ as ihcir failicrs. Ibis 
ties in with Ga Lilian* ‘^6 -29, where Abraham is said i-o be the 
fa 1 tier of all who are m Chris!. It also lies in with Gitlaliaits 
6:1G where the Christian Church is identified as ihe Israelof 
God, Kmph&sis in Che present passage is seen in lha! "all our 
lathers” is repeated five times. It is passages like these that 
refute modem dispensatjoniiLcsm tvi(h us extreme and im- 
possible sepitratinJl of rise Jewish church !thc church in ihe 
wilderness, Acts 7:38)' From ihe Gentile church of (he New 
I’estameru age. 

Also interesting is the Fact r h :t L the Israelites were bap- 
ti'^'d. Of Course, they were baptized into Mores, and not into 
[he J rinity , !m: there must be some similarity in the two types 
of baptism . Soule Bap lists hold that the point oF similarity is 
innm ersiott- Ai a recent meeting of a theological society, one 
Baptist argued Lhal the Greek preposition cw was always loca- 
tive and nsver instrumental. Ol course, be was wrong. In this 
epistle, die insLTumerti.il i n has already occurred ti dozen times. 
However, consider the locative principle in ihis verse t they 
were baptized in the cloud surd in [hr «aas one is immersed fn a 
me i or bap hairy i This comparison ii impossible because lhit 
Israelites were ncicr m tlvc cloud locally. The cloud went 
before them, or it rested over the ark, Al night, the cloud was 
lire, and this makes a poor comparison with water. Turthcr- 
ni-nc. (he- IsracltTris were never immersed in the sea, as 
Pharaoh's soldiers wane-, The Israelites were never in (lie at 
all; they pas-re.d over on dry land {&Ss- 14:?! -22), 

I be similarity between Moses' baptism anti Christun Lap- 
tism must be- sought in their significance, oi in a pari of it. In 
both cares, the baptism is a visible Slgjil (hat rhe baptized 
persons are tEsc disciples ni him inu> whose name they ate 
bant i zed. 
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Paul continues nith Che aiSCri idi ibaE they all al-so ate the 
same manna from HfiiKfi. However, more interest attaches 
to vt Tic 4: ' ,-\nd all drank the same spiritual drink, for they 
d: i, n k from the spiritual rock :hat followed (hem, and the 
roL k was Christ." 

Fue Old Testament references are Exodus I 7:6, Numbers 
2fhl 1, aM Psalm “!*: 13. These references do nut say that cb<- 
loek toll'.: w, rd them, bin Jitter Jewish tradition says so- One 
passage (cl. Sn.i<k und Bitlcrbcck, Kommentar zum S'l #im 
T a/rnntf w'N« Midmrrh, in lot,; 1 describes thv rock as a stone 
Lull of holes like a Steve, through which the water If let Jed or 
bubbled up in a column. The rock went with them tip moun- 
tains and climbed with Them out of valley*. If Paul knew of 
this tradition, he might well have wished to correct it by 
'.is .:ig that it was Christ who followed the Lsraclhes- 

Among Christi.nl commentators, Meyer holds :n;n there 
was an actual physical rock, but U was a .supernatural rock,, a 
rock ol heavenly origin, noi just a pan of the Sinai cliff- I'hU 
rock Was a manife&Uilioii ol Christ, a sort ol incarnation |or 
in^crraticaijon). H as being his own substantial and eflietcnt 
p;rE$cntut i on oi himself to man.' 1 Yci wc reject, cays Mover, 
the rabbinical idea that the rods rolled along as they 
m.urchcd, However, neither must wc deny that ii Followed 
them. Meyer also rejects the view of (kdvm and others who 
wy the u’ali'r followed them, not i lit rock. £n I Creek verb. 
Wis I docs not mean .rignrTv- It did not simply prefigure 
Christ, nor was ii a type jef Christ, h was Christ. So Meyer. 

Hodge takes a less romanru but more sober view tha:. 
neither the literal rock nor (he wafer followed them. It Wat- 
Cirri si who followed them; and He is figuratively called the 
ruck as in John's Gospel, Hr is called the vine. Whai is more 
important, which Hodge also mentions, ls 'Iial rhe preexistent 
Chi :>! -'Jehovah, Eliott that Jude 5 speaks uFjetus si Having 
i',i vc j d a people out ol Egynt- i hi- heiier reading is Jesus, 
rachti than Kotd. However, even if ii were Lord, ihe person 
referred to is noncihclessi Jesus, i is:- ref ore, Jesus is Jehovah. 
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■5-6 "By* v. : ■; t, most of these God w.is not well pleased, 
fur they destroyed sn [he wilderness. Mow these thhigj, 
happened ,r.s examples for :i:-; in order that wc should not be 
desirous of evils, ns. those desired/' 

hi spite of -ill llic blessings just mentioned, Cori wav not 
[tiewd with mosl I >j' (hem. The must obvious exceptions, 
one cati sny the only except ions. \ccre Caleb and Joshua. 
Even Md'sts suffered the catastsro'pJbe., The word for ” destroy'* 
i katnstrfpho] is thr root from which tin- English eoinrtrofihe 
conics, It apparently docs not mean persona i damnation, for 
M.:i.sni was. cleanly ail elm saint. Ollitri also were, but they 
all suffered disappoiitimiaiE by never crossing tin- Jordan in- 
Ei. Palestine. I'here were other punishments, ioo, along the 
toad. 

Vcisv ^ begins the application of this Old Testament Les- 
son to r 1 1 ■ ■ Christians of this- age. Paul is not indulging in any 
iunriful mterpretaiioit. He is asserting that God had coin ■ 
man tied Muses to record these experiences especially for the 
sake of the New Testament Christians. God knew that the 
Cot inlhiitns would need (he warning. So tile next ftv. verses 
spell out in derail what the pertinent bad. examples were. 

7- ! ii “Do not •'? come idolaters, .is some of them; as it :s 
written. The people sat down to eat and drink and stood up 
to play’ |Kx. S'it(i). Not 3er us be fomicaiors, as some of 
them committed fern tea cion, and twenty- three thousand feE! 
in olie day. Nui Ll: i us rry Christ, as sts-me of [hem tried 
| him!, and were destroyed by the serpents, And do not 
grumble. as some of [hern grumbled, and they were destroyed 
by lIh: destroyer. " 

lb* m.tin thrust of ihis passage cannot be misunderstood, 
The details are taken from Exodus and Numbers, Verse 7, 
about sitting down to eat and rising up to play, refers to the 
gulden calf. The idea ties in with ihr question of meat nf- 
fered to idols in chapters eight and eleven . Verse 8. about 
fornication, which is a reminder of chapter five, and the itc- 
M: notion of 23,0-00, refers to the idols of Moab and the 
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literal lormc.uion l1i.iL followed up-ai? the spiritual lofiiLca- 
1 ! ■.>: i . Here, it is i meres ling to note that Numbers gives 
the n umber destroyed as 24,000. 

'I !m is a most pcariiar ’'mistake" to nuike. Paul surest 
knew the number found in (he Hebrew MSS and in the LXX. 
The Targums and Mktr&sh have the same dumber. How then 
Could Paul change it? Since me mnnbeiH in both sources arc- 
obviemsly round numbers, some corfiJq&eriE atots conclude that 
Moses gave [he maximum and Paul gave the minimum. Other 
IrsS sarisfac tory attempts have bees: made. 

Vefsc 9 may say, “try like Lord " or, J, t[y Christ . ,r Lord 
f •■!■' the better MSS evidence, although Chrift found in the 
second century papyrus 4 6„jiJdng vvilh nine; MSS. Christ is 
the harder reading; one can understand how a puzz led scribe 
could change Chris: io Lord, but not how Lord could be 
changed to Chritt, In either cast, since Christ «r Mettiiih and 
L.t-rd tilt Jehovah are name, loi tIil- s;ime person, [his verse is 
another one that identifies Jesus with tlie Old TestamenL 
Jehovah, Tlie serpents arc found in Numbers SU.j-b, 

Another ini creating point, though trivial, : x the imperfect 
ii'tTi' bring destroyed in verse ft, and the pluperfect had been 
destroyed in terse *0. The desuncy ct may refer to Numbers 
Hr 2; 36 or Numbers 16: 3 4-49, 

11-12 " Those things happened to them as an example, 
and rhty were written to waxri ns. to whom the ends .-.f the 
ages have cuine, 3o let hi mi who thinks he stands see [h;ji !u- 
d.0ca not fall." 

Here is some repetition. Once again, ns. was implied in 
veissc J ! tells js that the even it; of Old Testament hie:- :y 
mules fdr us in New Testament timers, and that God 
inspired Moses to record these events, rather than others, or 
rather than none, for out instruction. The Nev. Testament 
nowhere diitparacCi rise Old reatamenc. Neither can be ucdei- 
aiL.. id without the other. 

The New Test am cue crs. IS called “the ends of ihe ages.' 1 ' 
Does this mean thui our age, the age rium the resume don of 
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ChT j s? to I Us return, is the - last age, and that therefor*- there 
no millennium? This inlerpretalion might seem attractive to 
amilk-nmaliists, but a prem LJlenarian could reply ’ h.i e the 
milierntiurn is- uoi -an 'age of “history"; history ends- with 
Christ's return sud »n eschatological age begins. I ’his h not 
wry convincing. Furthermore, the wording is difficult, W hat 
C.jfl Paul I 'll C'iji'i by the mds (plural) Of the ag£i? One car; 
understand. “ihe end of an age,'' or even “the end of a i i 
| but why should er\dt be plural? Someone has suggested, 
that to tele be iransLired “dtr goals' 1 .»# nil preceding ages, 
This is nni bad, and it ■: mi he improved by bringing it into 
line with Hebrews U; 26; ".Now once in the end ii« the ages he 
llwS appeared! , . li rS«ms that the Cos irilhiitra Christians 
bud lived in and hud witnessed ihc completion of rhe Mosaic 
and earlier epochs. 

I5f "A temptation has not jened you. unless a human 
one;: and God is Faithful, who will not permit you to be 
tempted beyond what you can, but will make with the temp' 
tarion also the escape s<> rhctl you can Iwar it,'" 

Lin- first phrase as jus? t ta a s! a red is < rabhedlv literal. 
Surely there is enough Leeway for KJ and NAS: “No tempta- 
tion has taken you but such as is common Lo man " Since the 
verb is in the perfect tenia- , Ekngel .irgyes; so far you have 
had Only common tempi ai ions, but worse may come. This 
hardly accords- with the tone of Lhe passage. The two Future 
tenses (wiit not permii and will also militate against 

this view. Hence the meaning is that -God wiil always provide 
a way of escape from .my temptation any man will ever face, 
in fact, God does not merely provide 'V way of escape, 
some random way, but "the'' way of escape, a divinely ar- 
ranged way, 

borne people wish to «*y that Gut! docs not “maki-'" or 
send the tempt At soft; He only "•permits'’ :m what He "make*" 
is the way to escape. Nil- motivation in disti ngu Shining pfrm:-.- 
sion from -ii: -.king is to avoid Com promising God's hotmcsS. 
Somehow i he idea of God's permitting evil with Out decreeing 





it see ins 10 absolve Cod from the eh, urge ih.n hr is the 
“Ltituhot " of sin, bur one must be careful, iroih with respect 
<.-■ the log* of the argument and to die full scriptural data. 
God “permitted" Satan to afflict Job; but since Satan could 
n( > i have dune St> without God’s approval, the idea uf perm is- 
SL'.'U hardly e^oneratci God. Is per feci holiness arrv more 
Compatible with approving and permitting Satanic evil? If 
God could have prevemed, noi only Job’s, trials, but idl (by 
other Ktn* and temptations to which mankind is subject -if 
He I'lrfivr.v them and decided to let them occur is He less 
reprehensible than h He posiiLvely decreed them? If >s m;ui 
could save a baby Frorrt a burning house, but decided to 
“perm ii i ht baby to burn, who would dare say that lie was 
morally perfect in ko- deciding? Furthermore, lJiv present 
verse says, "God. will make with the temptation also, the way 
ni esc ape. " ' h is clear therefore |h:i? God ntpAcs both, t be 
term L 'prrfflt5sim" is nothing more (ban a literary Jet ice lor 
describing God's use of created u^tnw. Othcnvise, there is no 
difference between a permit arid a decree. 

Ii will be renumbered that lames S: I 3 seems to c-ontfu- 
ditl the present verse v .;s he a I si- seems to contradict the 
doctrine of justification by Faith. Jl [.he corns adietion is veal* 
verbal inspiration fails, ur James must lx- rejected from the 
cam n. One u.v>u5ri have to choose either Paul of James; one 
> mid not have both. James wrote. "Let ito man say. when lie 
is templed, 1 am tempted of God: for God cantlOl be tempted 
with evil, neither tempi eth he any man." The Greek word 
tempt is I he h.ime in both passages. Thomas M.mton in Ins 
('miitnmtary On James uses the idea, of perm ission Lo remove 
thi- i.nnirradictiorts but ibi* docs nut deafly fit [he Corinthian 
passage. Further, Miir'U<>j'i rnres that the liiblc in several 
p: I CS says ch at God tempts men: Genesis 22; ! , “God tempt- 
ed Abraham..."'; II Samuel 24; 1. “the anger of the laird 
was kindled against Israel and he moved David |to siu] "; 
Fs.it ni 105:25, 1L lf. turned their heart to hale his people"; 
Ztdiariah 1 1: 7. “Awake. O sword, agi-mst tin shepherd . . - 
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smite (hit shepherd. . . . " Since tht Old Tesiament passages 
Aft; Hebrew 3 at! not Greek. ii is impossible to have identical 
wording, h i,n cKc? i hough i is unmistakable, 

The theological question C^«1 te wived only with aJI thi; 
daia in mind. To exalt James and repudiate Paul and ihe Old 
Tes Lament it: ii legitim ate. 

Now, p&*!TSsion may distinguish in indirect caMSatiuii 
from a direct causation, but pc"! 1 rn i^-^ient aa a substitute for 
decree dor*, noi solve [ht- problem ot maintaining God'? holi- 
ness, Calvin's Inslrtuti'.i I L 3 xxisi & is far m Eire satisfactory. 
CaJvirt preserves the idea of God's sovereignly, tie make* it 
ebar that Gi;id is the Creator and therefore she first cause of 
.iff things that exist , chat Me governs all His. creatures and all 
their actions, Calvin repudiates the permissive theologians* 
idea of 3 lilt! it- deity, fhus, if God is infinite, any decree He 
makes is holy for the simple reason chil Me, the sovereign, 
makes it- 

Thc Full theological expansion of this idea, just briefly 
indicated here-, can be Found in ocher books, but so far as a 
commentary on I Corinthians J 0 : S /? is concerned, God makes 
both tin* temptation and the way (o escape. 

14-15 “Therefore, my hetored, Flee from idolatry, [ 
speak Jlo you] as prudent pc-.iple, You be ihe judges of what 
1 sav.“ 

Paul here balances a complimentary address with ihe 
realities of the siiuaiicm- He does not say outright that the 
Corinthians were wise and prurient. Hr .speaks to them ns if 
they were. He asks tli cm io consider things calmly, with good 
judgment, not emotionally. Mo doubt some, the pillars of the 
church, had good judgment. Here, he eticf. lo win ewer a few 
mote. 

The verse, itself, may he taken as the conclusion of the 
preceding, feu i< also introduces the remainder of ibe chapter 
■ ;3id ties together ihe had examples In the wiltlerne**. lJh 
i ’s: Sitpper {more fully considered in the next chapter), 
and the idolatry in Corinth. Paul may not have been a 
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literary Stylist, hut he fcin-w how r. . pm things together 
logically. 

16 " I h< cup ><: blessing which we bless-, fei n=>i partici- 
pation in lire blood of Cbiis.i? The bread which wc break, is ii 
not the pmicipatkm m the body of Christ?” 

Ihe i Lip is, mentioned first and the bread second hectiii.se 
Paul wii-hc-s lc,i speak more about [be bread, dF whal is eaten, 
in connection with pagan feasts. The cup is a cup of blessing, 
not because it blesses us as a means of gv-tee, bui because we 
bless st as we sex Li apart from hs secular to Us sacred use. By 
drinking the wine which we have consecrated to God, we 
parekipait in r have fellowship with, or hold in common the 
blood of Christ. 

The exact nature of this community P.luI docs not ex- 
plain here. Against the Romish wd perhaps the but he run 
view, one may note that the Lord's Supper was inn til rated 
before the crucifixion. Before He was nailed m eKe- cross. 
Chiisl said Lhis is M Ey body. His body bad no: yet been 
broken nor His blood -poured out. Was then the value and 
m taming of the original Supper essentially different Horn its 
usefulness today? Was the first Supper a sh.ism, o-r even a mere 
anticipation? Or rather, must we not reject tlae Romish 
r hcory urlcL follow Calvin? 

further, too, oik must note that the bread is broken; and 
this eyseiui.ll symbol j* m Using when a priest purs an un 
broken wafer into a f onumunjc ant's mouth. Thiq disciples did 
ftol use glucose ; they broke a piece of bread off a loaf. 

1 7 ■“Because the bread is one, we who are many are one 
bcuiy, eo: we all pan ike of [he one he.: ad. ’ 

3i is better no; to say. “Because the bread is om- loaf/ 1 
since the unity indicated, .f more qualitative than .1 Eiymt-ii., 
cat unity, Hie bread is alt one son of stuFf. si is all bread; assd 
we are all Chris i i.los. UV are all Christians, because wc .ill eti 
th<- .-.Lme bread. 

J here is .i link jpr.tmmarical puzzle here. The verb 
“share {tttetitcAoHtcw) regularly governs the genitive without 
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a!lv preposition, Here, (he preposition from (< k ) precedes 
'■'he one Bread/' Boih Liddell and Scon, and Amdt and 
Gingrich use this one instance ( . < justify using ck after 
mt-tech 6. Howler, is' ill i s is the only infante in Greek oL' an 
object of «(■;« ho being governed by eh, is is desirable to 
m.i-iicriii the usunil ink of rhe geniiivr minus any preposition 
.:iiri io seek ;«!!!!■ other explanation for ihe ek here. This 
desideratum can Ik* mot h-y considering; the rk as an emphasis 
on the partitive genitive, firms the- expanded meaning would 
be: each communicani cats a part of [he one bread. 'Thus we 
dl become one body in Cbvisl, J 

1.0 "Look at Israel according to the fie sir are nt>l iSiosC 
w ho eat thv savrit ices participants at ihe aliar?*' 

l evin* u* 7: Li soys, "Nn^ its fur the Flesh of the sacri- 
fice ... it shall :h* t-aicn on the day of his offering,. .” 
Leviticus 8; *! says, "BoiL th< flesh at the door of the tabcf- 

I, EEc*4fft who »rr iwl tiitad wifll LicpiditiO-n n any hint of nKa1»riiviji r 
n Cijiht. *'451 tsiVd pEciiurt;, prufil, and pcfxpcClim in Ijvb paTj^aphs- -oT 

Amdi an I Giiijjridi'j Leyton (Inccodisction, p. xxii..>. Tb* juceois, ast ta {i.weu 
tit rfrv r:t>ir,»: H-taChrri (Scrri, w.;riy, CuB-|-n;rt>. and liltratMn: ihal tuiMkurand 
probibSy did pncwrii tbe eif-ly Cicmilc io-Lveris fr-iMTS un :!* ii-iar'.'^ ?ie] L i w&rdi. 
Tlw (elfwiriBg ^uiiwtuiii w otic pure sf itwir ntteatiiv juptmioit, 

J, I>io.g. L. 6, 35 haj P)ttuj dju say ibal die rit •irtft (ef, I Cor U*d 

iniw1 .,t , lyrn-iC-i of i Ji^ liamJ t>rrv>Vf:i pAiiei .friends^, ftwapcmpiu jir. A: hen. 

4. ; i p, I4'1 IK Lelis us. abuiiL L i I'.-ruLi'. m .Vi Lidia at which the dinen. ^Ihcied 
iiboiLt ftfif [able i :- il wbiL'h liit faml (or ,iM h-jini. Itlcewiv iln-y ill drift fc (ram ihc 
vnur ,v.r. v-ilh [hr *;.— .ii-.vr (1 Cot 1 0-16 1 is Itw coisimon patfr^lioa or 

cnjiivmeisi nr (b'«K- J-*. 1-4 4 l.j. TV r | m ft tijjtrivtr ui iV urn 1 * * 4 Jr>sf, 

which rn.cj.nt ihc 1'r-iJy oj CLriii (11:24). hrri;$i the nlafi> together in mr baity 

(10:1 i'l. W* I'rUd rif SfKi.ii.-. i.i: lV|*)tL ill L :*T+ 1 T 1 th* hidl<rfiSlb fyr(fi|-jn ' I tcililiiil iL 

■ a ,m« : no. 4 6/ I'.rm. ] ,l&c.J that thry v. crc .•.■oibcc.tj leil by Ihc (rffrrio* 6t i liba- 
lLt -11 vrilh prayct. ... W hen ?!ic elfclirtg ISM Iftt* 1rS+;it, the- Knlfl aS du,tfi*U[ed 2aJ 
all prcicnt. . . , 

"‘It |l E^o li-oli I » 3-fi.ok ufiDII Ihc [>rh|U4j n Um! lnCj| .w AOsfbiiwiMd 

corninucijJ dinner as which the unsccra i icrt \ras brc-L/a; -ibour by a catiinc iti 
flVirtil I>f V‘ha[ bap(K«td On (h( bit e¥SAih| of Ja**T UfrP The WWKRilV CnMidua 
hul coailtmoril ( I L : L T-i2 j bad. a sItimlj 'bcatbt n' suite to is." And the pm^raph 
««• :--ntc» v»ilh itlwr ft to ■mthm f.-rockj Vrb:i ulfti < j^Asr the 

dL-tO’rdcr of ili«r isy.ti r^minui i! meab. ’’TlritoithfnH . , . i> nn bitter c»c^r the 
: k I ti--*t , , .mh unecals whaL hr has lm-uKht «rit* hipi and 4npl(» rmin hU (twn 
l.-ifi-'# ii ti 1 Cat i 3:2 Si ti-iilc r . . si ;u,L^ni<iiii it xt sewre At due of :hc 
ipc^Ut:. “iau-Ji j, Jctixl irsteLinf; is a -dirty " 

Conte»po«.ry fTu'rftbfn wV V** a lipl* time wc-^dio v eil vt -rent more 
of Arndt and Ctnurich't lolrOdtaLtion. 
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Ctuclc ljF the cerngicptiou, And l-hi st there. . . . Auron ami his 
shall eat it." Dcittemnoniv 1 2: IS .vny*. "But thou must 
c:iE tlieni before the Lord thy God. . . / 

These verses show iha: eatiui; the llesh of -a s&crilicc wus 
■!■ act >■! religious worship., h was pun >i the ritual. 1'hc 
point ,m essential support u> Paul's argument, bm if u were 
la-i; here, ruisunders£anttings would arise, indeed they hud 
.dread y arisen. The immature Gorin thians. or some l>T [hem. 
refused to euL any meat :ha1 had been offered to idols; but 
Paul will make a distinction that had not occurred to them. 

19-3t] "'What then am I Saying? That a ihitsg sacrificed is 
anything, or LhaL «ei idol is anv Thing? fNy,| 1>UL | l sny j that 
the things the Gentries sacrifice* thcy r sacrifice code mohs and 
hot to a god. dnd l do ncu want you ro be piariners of 
demons. " 

hi fact, several ni bunders landings we s e and .ire possible. 
In addition to the inference, a fallacious ink-Tcnctr as Paul 
LiKplams below, [hsc om should never eal meal chai had been 
used for savnfiCe l:i a pa^im temple, il nligliL also be infem-d, 
a^aiu fallaciously', ihai hill's tts-e of the verses from Leviticus 
and the customs of the Jews somehow implied che exisience 
of Zeus, Poseidon, and others. Paul denies the existence ol 
swell gods as. du-se . but [here arc demons, and the pagans 
unintentionally but actually sacrifice to the demons. Hence, 
Corinth : : u i Christians, in their koriiy, could not rtfplv * 'Vt lU i 
nor in lend to worship pagan gods when we attend a Feast in 
the temple; ive only wanl io enjoy the fe:vsL.'' However, 
Paul's warning i;. llliVL, even though unintentionally, they are 
Actually engaging in cnigt-m worship. Thus they become pas i> 
net's of demons.. 

On ihss verse. GrOShcide make? a very good suggestion as 
k> iransliLiiort, :irid then falls into interpretative confusion. Ele 
writes, "To demons, live absence of the article makes the 
expression more abstract. The fact sb.u ihe Cenriles did not 
bring their sacrifices to che one ime God wav clear in ifscJJ. 
Jhevetore tve mus; ttamslate to & gtx'L and 11.01 to Cod. I hc 
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Absence oi ' ankle before god is conclusive proof of ?he 
correctness of ibis I : anslal ion. The implication of all this i* 
(hilt wr must mu think of these demons iti actually existing 
evil spirits, but as the pywets .>1 djwrkne** u\ general, . . . True, 
mention is made of evil p..j , .\e. , ra. , . , but no pe: ri» I i t >■ it at- 
mbuted to them.' 11 

Gros hei-ck ‘s arjjumeni wot! supports liis transit titan, but 
there is no basis for ins conclusion lliat the demons kit: im- 
personal powers i uher than actually existing evil spit its- The 
Bible asserts ilie personality of Satan and the wicked angels* 
regardless of modern scientism. 'J lu-rc .s iv> reason to tfeny 
personal Li y hen-. Jn l,ict, the idea of being a partner with 
demons requires them to be considered as much :t person jS 
their human partner is. 

In the last few verses, the verb wctecho lias been trans- 
lated ns ^Partake.” Pwrakr or share ^ quite regular The 
word kamdnos bits been translated ■‘partner.''’ J he root 
meaning i> “tn have something in common," business inter 
csH, religious beliefs, oi itnylhing, Perhaps some philologist 
can fund an insuui-ce where two inanimate tilings are said to 
have someth mg in common, the same weight, for example. 
However, with the exception of “common go-id 11 in the sense 
of inferior quality. Liddell and Scott, with several hundred 
Ms; ags un kmuor, koinca. anti derivatives, seems to have no 
such example. Kvt-n the Sto-ic term “common notions'’ re ters- 
so ideas that .ill men have in common. Hence the biblical 
analogies and the Greek usage are unifoinih against imper- 
sonal demons, 

2L 22 “You cannot think the cup of (he Lord and the 
cup of demons. You r.innoi partake of |or, share ;n| ih-c 
’ ab b' (.it tile C ord and the table of demons. Or do wt provoke 
ibe ! mxi to jcalmis 1 - 1 Ah - we stonger ih.m in is?” 

I he worship of Chikt and the worship of demons are 
morunpauhtr. Christianity and dlhet religions arc mutually 
cx-duxivi;. Contrary to the views ol William E. Hoc king and 
Others who propose a world-religion, (hero is an common 
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ground shared by Islam, Buddhism. and Christianity. This is 
riot because polytheism objects (O -in extra gpd in [he pa O’ 
therm, bin because }e(FUs Said, "No one Lomes Lo the Father, 
but by mV; .md because Moses said, "Thou sintlt htiv« no 
Other gods before me. Even polytheism would object lo an 
“extra god,” if ii fully realized what this extra God is; a 
jt tkms God who will nor share J J:n glory with another. 

Corinth tail Christians may have attended feasts in pagan 
templet because they enjoyed u good meal and were ignorant 
td the implications;, or they may have deliberately concluded 
that she Greek gods were nothing and that it showed m.iLur- 

to participate in these leasts; m they ma> have just Been 
i It -:■ ugh (less :.md !.»*, However, (lit only rational Refund i 
Christian could h.ue for so doin- would i-e .i desire to pro- 
voke the Lord Lit jealousy. Such a desire would indeed lo-gi- 
i all \ result in i nyt to Lite feast, but while this desire and this 
conduct arc logically consistent, the desire itself is insane. 
Aw we stronger than God? Can we provoke His jealousy .and 
gvi awaj with sr? Hr-ncc the only reasonable ground for the 
conduct is a denial of God’s omnipotence and a repudiation 
of Christianity. 

23 "All things are permitted, but not all a.u- Advan- 
tageous, All things -ire permit led, but they do not ,iU edify." 

Here is a slight paragraph break. It Is slight, however. 
■Some new ideas, or, better, some extension of" the previous 
ideas are added, but the main thrust is against the uminter- 
preiation of Paul's principles. Ef these principles cars be ex- 
t ended to other situatrofiS, nevertheless patsan worship is s-litl 
thv uppermost (upic- 

Paul begins by saying that all things are permitted; Of 
course, run .til things are permitted, in the previous chapter, 
Paul has condemned Severn I dungs very Strongly, and just 
above, Paul h.o ondemned I he worship ol demon*. [ n fo- 
innately, many commentaries make no attempt to explain 
this inconsistency, How could Paul or any other intelligent 
writer Full into such a Contradiction? Now, the very obvious- 
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nt.-s of the “comradicimn" indicates ih^; no contradiction 
wits intended. J'lw hnguisn-: fa,ci oi the matter is ih.it whfjri 
I'aul says “"ill." he frequently does not mean "all.” There is 
often an implicit <|uatil'iL-ario!], Fotmtnpie 4 wlidm Paul, later 
m chi> epistle ( J 5 lI> 2) will sav, "in Chris? shall all hi- made 
liivt-, he does no? mean every last human being. Ji is true, of 
course , that Christ will raise every Last human being who has 
died: he w ill raise the just and the unjust. However, the verse, 
itself, as well as the context forbids this interpret iruon, P:; ill 
is not speaking ab-atil resurrection from the grave: he is speak- 
ing shout being made spiritually alive. The Kise e.tcarK refers 
l*i salvation from sin. *iiic! not .ill men are so made alive. The 
qualification, not fully expressed. but still not far taiwath 
ibi surface, is “all who an- in Christ are made alive hv him" 
i'i f. Korn, j; ! 2' 2 i ). So ton h in the present verse, the meaning 
is that all things not determined to be sin by divine command 
are perm i ssihltR 

!2-l ' let no one seek his Own (advantage] bu! ihal oi 

ihe other. 11 

Meyer insists thal we should no.: reduce ihe sense .if (his 
verse tu the lower moral level of Philippians 2:1, but this 
insistence not only rums verbal inspiration, ii makes nonsense 
of be verse itself- If we are never to seek our own good, we 
could not eat breakfast, much less apply to Chrot Tor salva- 
tion. Romans i j- I , to which Meyer appeals for tpnlintiation, 
s.n *. it ni hi ng so stupid. UistLy, the seCucid gjneai coin fnvuid* 
merit, "I.la v ihy neigh hot as :hysr3f." presupposes that ,i 
ntan musL tow himself- L be prim iple of ibis verse 6 hot to he 
io : -::.i. ?cd lo tin i. as-= in hand, but the ease ;rt hand is i overed 
by the Ulltversal principle. 

2&-£6 "livery thing, that as sold tra the butcher shop, eui-i 
askil9j| OO questions for conscience' sake, for the Ciiclii is the 

Lord's and ihe Eutnesu thereof.” 

Illis is one oi (he main condusions- of the argument, 
Me.it offered to irSoJs. after the pagm ceremony was over and 
when the met) :,.ad been put up for public sale, no longer hod 
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any ritual significance, h wa? nothing other than plain, ordi- 
nary m eat . For a Christian to inquire whether the meat on 
side had indeed, come I rora the temple, rather than directly 
from i he farm. Mas wTotig, A Christ kin who asked such a 
question bad a bad conscience. Such a Christian fails to un- 
derstand that die earth is ?he lord's. 

27 “I ! any unbeliever mvitcH you [to dinner] and you 
wish ui go, vat everything set before you, licking nu quesuon^ 
for const iertce" sake." 

Ilepe is ;«i extension ol Lhe conclusion, The Christian may 
eat nut only the mea? he buys in the store, hut he may also 
e«i any meal so? before him in rht- home of an unbdievei - His 
conscience is wrong, il he asks questions. \’ow si so that this 
permits A Christian, to accept an itn i ration to dinner from a 
pagan, 

2F-60 "But if anyone Say to you, (his is art idol sacrifice, 
do iicst eat ii; [both! because of the one who informed you 
and rouse knee. 3 mean not your ©wm conscience, but that of 
thr other [Christian!. For why should my freedom be con- 

dimmed by any other conscience? II I partake with grace, 
why -urn. I blasphemed for what 1 give thanks for?" 

Nw supply another Christian lew also been incited lo 
dinner. Since his conscience is we.ilt.hr- whispers to you that 
his Ddmonieo steak has been offered to .m idol, Then, don't 
■-.Ll it. If you air is, you might encourage him to cat it against his 
conscience- Sn, don't eat. Iftil tUUtl Emu or row and then tsi- 
plitin -hat Lie ruts disobeyed Paul's command i-u eat the meal 
without asking quwrions, So doing, you C-an edify bis. con- 
seiche, and at the neftt pinner, both or you can cat imuriirik, 

So far the meaning is cte:ir, hui 25b and 30 cause a brrle 
trouble, The phrase. “For why should my freedom . . is a 
reason for something. Is it a reason for the preceding words 
of the ircna, "not your own conscience, hut lIi&i of ilie other"? 
[ii this cage, the meaning would be: if you refuse lo eat 
hctiuJisc i>r your own coirsciCilCC , then I Sic iVCaker Christian's 
i onscLtni/c will condemn you; but i; you refuse to eat be- 
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cause of his (enMjfnct, his cmvscicuc.e will not condemn you. 
However, this meaning is impossible. Both pares arc false. fhc 
ftrst pact is f-a.ISf because in lIies case, ihe weaker Christian 
will cortlrrteiul you; alid tile second! pail is false because in 
this Ci'isi-, the weaker Christian will condemn yuu not bc- 
w you refust, bu.i Because you refuse- out of politeness’ 
sake and not by convict ion. These implications show that ihc 
phrase in question is not the reason why Paul said, “not your 
uwn conscience, but that of the other/ 1 

Eli fact, iUj reason at all need hi- given to show [hit Paul 
means the conscience of the other mtui, Since the strong 

Christian does not have these supers ti lions temples, he ran- 
not refuse to cat because of his own conscience: if he refuses 
to eat of conscience, it must he another's ton science. 

l hr explanation, therefore, "for why is my freedom con- 
demned . , mti.t be a reason for not eating. Taken so, its 
sense is: Don't eat, for LI you do f your weaker brother will 
condemn you, and :l is absurd that you should be con- 
demned bv the conscience of anyone else. Don't cai, and 
jvoid being blasphemed for l-a r i ng - with thanksgiving. 

1 he objection against ibis interpretation i» that it tEc Tends 
the stronger Cmisiian a> iT he were In, some dang# from the 
weaker Christian,, whereas the main idea is consideration ior 
I he weaker Christian. 

This objection i>. not a stood one. In d:7-L!i, eonsidrrr.it Lon 
for the immature Christian is paramount, md there is. indeed 
,i slight reference to such an idea in -0:32', However, the 
main idea here is not consideration Tor the wqJCfsriLious 
b«rtkr. but To V ones own name. Wesker brethren, 

today *\ I in Paul's time, blaspheme or speak evil cd 
their Sttprntus. They slander them mid injure ilieir repma- 
Liims.. They would probably say, “Mr. So irtid So worships 
idols— E ,;tw him cat an idol sacrifice," 

Hcrtce lb.- mature Chris: ran is indeed in danger from the 
ignorant Christian, and he should protect himself with rlur 
ignorant brother .tnd thus have the opportunity, which othcr- 
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wise he would never have, oT instructing him in die Paiilirtc 
doctrine tIi-h there is nothing wrong in caring meat that has 
been offered to idols, long as th- ritual rs over and the 
meat been put in the butcher shop for Sale. 

31 " Whether then you cat oi? drink or whatever you do, 
do everything to the glory of God/ 1 

This general principle is not to be taken us directed only 
and specifically to lltc mature Christian. The weaker brother 
needs this admonition even more. It applies to alE Chrisliins, 
and it applies not merely with referejite to doings, offered to 
idols, b l: i to .ill ciindncr, On ibc bask of sttc.h a verse as ihis, 
■he Westminster Catechism can sav, ""Man's, chief end is to 
glorify God and to enjoy him Fotevci." 

312-33 "Be iiiuf Tensive both to Jews and Greeks and to 
liie chut i. : i oi God , ts 3 .dsn please ..ill men in all ways, not 
seeking my own advantage, but that uT ihc many, in order 
that they may be saved/ 1 

Along with the preceding verse, tins is the general conclu- 
sion. To be iitoSfenvLve probably means not to sin against 
»mwM, or not to cause him to sin. Ef so, "Jews and 
Greeks" would mu me.ui "Jewish Christians and Gentile 
Christians’’ (which would make ’The church of God" super 
flitous), but ralher non -Chi isri&n Jew$and non-Christian Gen- 
ii les, and especially Che church oT God. 

Paw! uses himsdi as an example: he pleases all men in 
everything. How false! Paul never pleased all men. He made 
i h L-m terribly angry . -So angry ih.il they heal him, stoned him, 
and ptti him in jail. He did no: even Ltv to please all men. 
l ; ,phes.Lans 6:6 md C oloss La ns 3:22 condemn meti-pleasefs, 
and Patti heatedly denies ihe accusation m Galatians 1:30. 

One nuis-t therefore limit Lhe \erb a re%kd by the fallowing 
phiTjse : "not seeking my own advantage but ihsu oi the 
many," Paid sought to serve alt men in order to save some. 
He sought their good. This would have pleased them, bud 
:hcy known what ihcu good u-ns: eternal Life through Jesus 
Christ, the Lord of Glory, 
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1 Inti tale me, as J do Christ," 

This is dually thfc Concluding ekhurtatioir of the- preced- 
ing 9 lament. ■( has great bomiktical posstbiUtie?.; hui the 
versifier must have been unusually dlST/actcd r<> make it rhe 
first verse oF a new chapter. 

2-Hi Summary; These fifteen t r crses tl Lse:nss the length 
(iF hair. women prophesying, and customary decency in the 
church. It 5s a difficult section. ISecsLisr of the d if fit tildes, no 
further summary will he given here. 

2 "E pnibe you because you remember me in all things, 
find you hold the [instead ions! given as 1 gave them. to you." 

This praise seems dureme, for if indeed the Corinthians 
remembered Paul m all matters, i,hey did uol obey him in 
everything, the letter, si self, shows how many faults the 
Corinthian church was guilty of, including mucks on Paul, 
himself. However, since Paul here praises them, the presup- 
position seems to be that bowser much some iadK iduaJs and 
some smalt groups deviated from the paths of righteousness, 
nevertheless the main body was at least relatively faithful. It 
is ;t welcome balance in such a mas.-, of reproof. 

flu- main body, then, Held mi to Paul's irotmeiions as be 
gavc them. The: noun pamdvsis {KJ, ordinances;, RSV and 
N \S. traditions) and the Verb pared&ktt have two Ct»mot,w 
lions, both in classical Greek and in Etoinc. Liddell and Scott 
give: Lo hand over. u> transmit, betray, and for l lie noun; 
transmission, tradition, leaching, doctrine, as well as surren- 
der, Irt Galatians 1 r 1 4 and Gofos-sian'S 2:3, ihe word refers to 
worthless or false teachings of met!,. In the present verse, as 
■ I so in H Thcssa,lonians 2: lo and lv;ti r the term refers 10 : he 
Word of God as handed down by Paul, 

I hai Paul's spoken word in .my way deviated from Iris 
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written epistles is incredible. That ji is possible in this twen- 
tieth century, or that it was possible in the sixteenth century., 
to discover .i tradition apart from and equal m authoriiy to 
the Bible is a Romish dr tuswm. Only scriptural information is. 
trustworthy, Paul commended the Corinthians for holding 
onto his Levelling just as he gave it, 

3 ''I want you to know that Christ is the head of every 
man, and the man is the head of the woman, and lIi.u God i> 
the head of Christ.' 1 

Before Paul even begins to describe the problem he. 
wishes next to attack, he lays down the principle on which 
iiis admonitions will be based- The principle is that of an 
hierarchical order, by this is not meant a Romish hierarchy 
of popes, bishops, and priests, but nonetheless, there arc 
l inks or rankings in the church, as also will be seen in 12:23. 
ind context, l ire hierarchy here i% God, Christ, man, and 
woman. God and the Messiah are equally divine, but there is 
subordination of function; so too, man and woman arc 
spiritually equal, bul one ranks above the oihcr in fiinctioTV- 
ThsS particularly refers tU' life- in the Church, No doubt the 
hierarchical wider- applies to the home as well as to the 
Church T and to ibi'- rion-ChrUii.ins ;ls well as- to Christians, 
Die reference to God's creating nun ‘:rs£ ft!: , -9, ! 2) implies 
the Umt ranking in all societies. Similar] \ . there is a sense, an 
imptniwH sense, in which Christ is the head of all things 
| Eph 1:1 0)_ Nevertheless, Litis chapter has uj do with wor- 
ship and concerns Christ as ilu- head ot the Church (Col. 

4 “Every man who hat something hanging rtimti from 
his head while he pravs or prophesies disgraces hi-; head." 

I his verse does no- s;i% that the man weals a bat or a veil.. 
Nor docs jj precisely *:iv, "having something on his head” 
iNA-Sh it is definitely something hanging down frort ; his 
head- this could be a veil or a toga. Plutarch (M-oralin 100 F) 
speaks of .1 man who "was walking having his garment hang- 
ing down from his head," but whereas Plutarch idenuiEci 
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what was hanging down, Paul does not-, Most , (iirtiminur^f 
assume (hat j veil is me, 'ml, but could it not mean long hair 
banking (Mil'll? 

At i.3i y ran.', ii i nt ■ pray* 01 prophesies with som-ethiitig 
hwlging doWU Irom hts head, h e tl Lshoftors Christ. The verse 
.«sys ihA! 'lie man dishonors his bed. Quite so. The previous 
vers* had said shat iii-, head was Christ;. There {tire, ilsr wr-m;; 
method oF prayer dishonors Christ. 

However, first, what were lIiu ancient ttisiorei.s rehtiive « 
prayer? CrirysoStom mentions pagan prophets who proph- 
esM with hiits <ii covering on their heads. Whether Jewish 
men of the first centuries |)i'*y«! with their hals tin r as they 
do today, es ,i different question. RJibi Jchoshua (c. ,-VD. 
111) i says ;hai men usually walked bareheaded in public, while 
women wore a veil or .something because, lie says, woman 
brought sin into tin; world. Sanu-riinev men ibo would wear 
hats, but children hardly ever did. In Babylon, but apparent!’, 
not in Palestine, a hat on a man indicated that he was mar- 
iiiiL. In Pales line, a mart’s bare head sign i! ted poltLica! free, 
(loin from Pharaoh. Other rabbinical hints seem to imply 
tit si, therefore, a ill :i should wear a hat to pray. for he w-a* 
not free bom God, Then, there ace other mdiearicms that 

men wore hai* in winier simply because ii was cold and did 
not wear them lei summer, [he rabbinical passages on p ravel 
also indicate both customs. Sometimes men prayed with 4 
bai on. soiimmu* without n hat. 

Mow it es clear ihai Paul objects co something. Clearly 
silsi'. he assumes lira; he Corinthians would instantly recog- 
nize ■ hat the posture in question was shameful, How can tmf 
1 -K.pl. 1 m i-iihcr <d' ihew point* when many of the Jewish men 
prayed with iheir ha Is on? However, if Paul is not. referring to 
li.uri. but lo long Iran. neither o!' these two points is strange, 
or.it least not m> strange. Moft later, 

;> j 6 " livery woman who prays or prophesies with hei 
head uncovered disgraces her head, for it is one stnd the same 
as 1 1 etna shaved, for ll ihc woman ts not colored , Set her 


Chapin 1 1 


171 


j hair | be cut. Bui if shaving or cue ring ts .l disgrace 10 a 
woman, let her be covered. r " 

Onr evening, the present writer attended a prayer meet* 
ing i ei a private home. The wife of the host wore a hat. This 
seemed strange, since she was in her own home, but then ibis 
p,iS4ag.«J came to mind and it was dear rha: she and her hus- 
band though [ God required her io wear a hat when she 
prayed— at least when other church members were present 
but did she wear a bat when she wen I to bed at night? 

Therefore, we must examine these verses to determine 
where the praying thin Haul refers to takes place. ITte passage 
hardly refers to Family worship. Before her husband 51 home, 
cii in ejaculatory prayer during the day, would a woman bring 
shame upon her head, an other words, her husband, stamping 
herself l:s a prostitute, by not wearing a veil? Paul is con- 
cerned with public censure. He had in mind offending pagans 
by introducing new customs. 

By not wearing a covering in pLtblic, a woman disgraced 
her husband. The TK rend:- dishonors her cwh head. This 
reading would also imply that the man dishonored his own 
head raiher than Christ. However, he* oum does not have the 
belter textual support. .lufeV is found in A, (!, D. f, G, 1-. and 
ATph. tftaxtia is found in B. K, K. Fun ho more. aft simph 
ttft, stive v the much iH.’tLcr sense: she dishonors hei head, m 
other words, her hu-shami 

l'he dishonoring, of course, would be public, tv here then 
is ibe place? If, now, one i nimcdiatett assumes that the place 
ts the worship service in the church, the difficulty is Lhai 
women were not permitted to pray aloud in * church service, 

I l:S4-3S makes clear. One might counter by noting that 
women pray silently in church and should therefore we^ir 
•mils. However, these verses alsu inentson prophes) ing. win! 
prophesying cannot be si Lent. Where Lhcn could women 
prophesy? Could. :l be in an evangelistic street meeting? What 
would ibe pagan in Corinth have thought of such » woman? 

Philip had four daughters who prophesied (Acts. 
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The pas&agc is far from deaf, but om- may perhaps suppose 
that [his prophesying. took place in Philip's home wfccu other ( 
Christians bad tome informally to visit. At least, other proph- 
esying* in the same chapter occurred in such cirtsumiantes 
(Acts £).:■!* 5, l!'|. this, there tore, seems to he ik most 
plausible b’ up p» oil lion. 

m? now consider ihc phrase, l Tt is one and the time 
as being shaved." The MAS apparently wrong in viyblg. 
"she is one and the same. . . ," J lie numeral is not feminine 
(miwj, but ncu Let [Viejir p. besides, rt makes belter sense than 
.vJj*.’. tiha veet is feminine because it refers to the fern mine noun 
kevd- 

I [ere, .md in J ! ■ I !3, where Paul speaks of she woman, the 
head is uncovered. Ihr word is not (tanging down, This l;m- 
liu.ii'C «cms to imply ;i veil or cloth. The Halakha expects a 
Jewish woman to wear \i head covering when she goes om of 
ih*- house. IV, refuse i.o wi-.n a head covering w:*s a ground 
lor divorce, based o:n Deuteronomy 24:1. Indeed, in such a 
case, Lht: husband is not even required to give her a certificate 
oF divorce, There ire .riiso references to covering the face 
except i be eyes. One, today, thinks of ceils, but the infoima- 
i»on suggests chat veils were not used in latest me but only in 
Arab countries, “Arab Jewesses must veil L hem selves vVhcrt. 
they go out on the Sabbath 1 ' because the veil is a daily cus- 
lum, and “Arab women must cover their head and Face, with 
the exception oF their eyes." 1 

Paul's uu-.imiiLg, therefore, is that (Christian women should 
weir head coverings because not wearing them is (he equiva- 
lent of shaving their heads, and this js shameful, as every 
CuriH chian will acknowledge. 3f, then, .i woman docs noi 
want her head shaved, let her pm on a veil or scarf, 

7 “For a ni ail ought not to cover his head, since hr is 
the image anil glory oT Grid; but the woman is i he glory of 

[IlC IJl lfl, 

Now, while it is obvious that the Curi ftthi&ri* took the 
lack ."f a veil eo frr .i sign uf ;t prostitute, and that they might 


shave an adulteress' head as public t ensure, !i is noi .-o dear 
ilutt man's being (lie image of God requires him la remove his 
hat fot pr.it ci, especially since this was not ,i universal Jewish 
custom, 

Some commentators try to explain it by saying, “to cover 
tin- head is i sign of .submission to human power." I kiWi-vcr, 
liii Quakers in the irch ,'md ISrii rcnlurics. gbi into trouble 
because they kept their hats on in the King’s presence. In this 
lase, n least, the uncovered head, not the covered head, was 
,l sign of sub nt Liston n human power. Similarly, rhe Spanish 
grandees though t it .= high honot when iht% wert granted 
pcmmssttH to keep their hats on, furthermore, how can one 
proceed from this premise, :l it were granted, ip the correct 
approach to God? 

$! : } "Tor man did not come Ftom woman, but woman 
from trs.-Ji. For m,m was not created for the woman, but 
woman For the man, " 

This verse is run -,i reason why a m^i: should remove kis 
Km while praying. It explains the Iasi half' oT ibe preceding 
verse; h explains why m.in is the image of God and woman is 
the image of nun. J he reason gne- har k to creation. -Mot onlv 
Was woman derived From man, inn she was < res ted for jiijn 
■tod no i vice versa. 

Once more the solution to the problems of ibis ageism 
be found in the Old fcsl ament, hr this casc. Li is. ihc order of 
ercalion that settf.es the qucslion, 

It) “Tbcrefoi'ij the wumom ought to h.ive authority on 
her head bec.uj.it of angeto- ' 

This epistle is not always c;is\ to understand, hm : : l spite 
of the difficulty the verst- must mean th=.i woman's subordi- 
n U ion to man, as asserted in the previous verse, implies a 
mural obligation to b.iv l something on her head as ihc sign ■>; 
Kl-i husband 1 * authority over her, Without .such .L covering, 
she not only dishonors her husband, but also, since ihc toes- 
lion is a i hrislian assembly J s< me son., and the activity is 
praying and prophesying, she was showing despise ro tin- at- 
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tewdani angeLv Why Paul did not mention God instead of 
dtngth is another difficulty. 

LI “Except neither | is] woman without naan nm m.m 
wilhmit woman by the L&tti/' 

Really, Patti is hard to follow, isn't he? In fact, this verse 
is almost insurmountably difficult. Doss ii assert the spiritual 
equality of man and woman* as Galatians- 3 j 2K? I he phrase 
■"in Lhc Lord" inighl indicate that such ls the meaning here 
also. Hence •some say, in :i Christian marriage, both parties 
have the same relation to the Lord, However,, the reason 
given in the iu-wr verse does not fie such an ioterpr^taTion, in 
laei. it fits so poorly i hat perhaps the translation in t !i *: Loni, 
as Rjund m nearly till versions (Phillips tries some thing differ- 
ent!!, should be changed to what is given above, The meaning 
will then be; by client arrangemcru euth spouse is dependent 
on the other, lit can sc 

12 “Because as ih-c woman |ls, or came] from l!ic man, 
so also the man by means of the woman. And all things an: 
from God,” 

This is why neither man rto-r woman is independent :;-d 
StM'Sil fl ieie.rrt, Che preposition /row and the preposition 
means of art not precise!} synonvmous. The from recalls 
creation, where man did not come by means of Woman at all, 
-Sintc cdMUOn, however, all other men have been horn by u 
woman 

Of course, any pagan would admit that men are ll-oftl of 
Women. This fact just about rentiers meaningless the U-'anstil 
lion "in the Lord.' r ’The apostle is not discussing spiritual 
equality in a Christian marriage* but the translation by ih^ 
Lr>ni nttalcjei tolerable sense. The worst that can be said -s ilia! 
The pagan admission makes the phrase untlC'Cessary. However, 
ihis objection would also apply to the last phrase of the 
present verse: “A Ltd ail things come from God." Repetitious 
though thr two phraSCs arc, they are no! improper even 
though Lire pagans admit rhcb Truth. Ragans sometimes stum- 
ble oil truths, even though they cannot fit them into lh<-i: 
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heathen systems. The Stoics believed that all things come 
I rom God. However, these propositions arc pan. ol the Chris- 
sian system and cam properly he as:scned here: the relation 
*,!: : ,p bci ween mam at«l. woman is what r is by dh:in- 
arrangement. 

15-15 ’ ' J ridge foi yourselves: is it proper for ,i woman 

id pray to God unicWrercd? lines not nature its-t-ll teat li you 
(hat if a man have long hair it is a disgrace to him? But if a 
woman have long hair, iL is her glory because her hair is given 
to her instead of a veil," 

A few verses back (hi: question was ask™!. hut t** ;m 
swfred. wh^t proof is there that a man is under moral obiiga- 
. i ■ *n t.* remove Ills hal When he prays or prophesies? Here, 

simtJar question is. Why should a woman bv required to 

, c.ii :% hat or a veil? 

Well, first of ail, there is no need to discuss hats and veils. 
Although the eastern custom was veil* or mantles for women, 
and although some words in the Lust ten verses seem to refer 
Ln such coverings, it now becomes evident that hair, not I us is, 
is the important matter. God has given women ti no; hair in- 
stead of veils. This I its m well with the phrase in 11:4. 
"something hanging down from the head.” 1 l als-:- allows a 
fairly good sense to the: question, "Does not nature rtseli 
teat I; you. ...” Surely nature does isoe teach ihat women 
m us! wear Jims in ordei to pfuy. bur nature doe# ie;ivh th,-4 a 
woman's hair is normally longer than a man's. 

Some difficulty still remains. .It is hard to see how nature, 
either the laws of physics and zoology. or the so-called “see- 
oud" nature of habit and custom, can be the basis Tor deriv- 
ing ibe proper mode of worshipping God. Arc not all regula- 
(ions for worship given, explicitly ox by implication, in Scrip 
:ure? Do we sling, pm . *nd preat h because nature so teat-hei. 
orhenau&eGod so commands? 

If a in an has long hair, he disgraces himself. The passage 
certainly discourages hippy hair, hut does nature, itself, so 
teach? It an unstable liberal Lets his hail grow io a dirty 
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length because he is envious of the establishment,, SEiii Ins hah 
is a i ■ . 1 1 iif.-! growth, no manor how it offends good manner 1 ;, 
is is a sin to cat pol itocs wish .: knife? floes ltocuirc ! : .: 
Moslem no! to eat with his left hand? Or is- i: not plainly true 
i !;.■:! empirical obtefv,tlii>ri c-miiot jumiiFy any moral norm? 

Hi "lint if anyone seems coni em inti's, we do il<M tothc 
surii a custom, nor do ;lic churches of God." 

Possibly, this vers? is the solution to most of the diffi- 
culties. Htwftf!, the solution will appear only aftvj further 
dsfikuhws en this verse arc resolved- There are uvo; fl) the 
Iranshti^n of tamuli:n r here rendered inch and by other 
i ran-SktUirs Other; (2) tin identification til the custom, A 
proper iriitslaii™, should depend oh ihc ordinary rules of the 
Greek language, hut sometimes thy tdentiFicatioii of the ms> 
tom or a prejudgmem its to what Patti ought to hate sard 
inclines Mime translators to violate [lie Greek language. 

A rutrmd person would think that the custom, the only 
custom referred to in the chapter, is ihe custom o( men 
■ utfirig their hair and women wearing it long, but strangely^ 
Stsme commentators assert that Paul means ihc "iuslom' s of 
being contentious. 

F, Grosheide (p, 2<H) says, “"lltc apostle did not *tp- 
j -. stli v t- ol v, ,. ! i happened when wvimcn prayed or prophcsie-cl. 
Assumirtg or knowing that the conduct of those women is 
.itdtvviJy del ended, the rpostlc states ili.it he docs not agree 
anti that it is not his (we) custom nor that of the churches of 
c. ji;rL io be i ■ ■mentions." 

Gnishdck docs not quite agree with this. He prefers 
nKjdihcniioii. and wniinuef: "Another interpretation is that, 
although there be many in the World who are contentious, he 
and ihiji helpers ary not thus character 3/td, . - , Paul does not 
add con ten i lously; the point at issue is the only thing ihiit 
matters. And beeaaa? that point is so important die apostle 
may not give in, even though he may appear thus t^ be 
contentious- Lnis. intefpre.latioja is the better of the Iwol*' 

This makes the verse a eon: i.ist between content ibui 
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people in the world (not in- thy church} and l 1 nil's apparent 
&. mi lent in ysness . Stireh ;his is faf-f e U: her I . 

Dr. Leon Morris also has something Hole worthy. He Cor- 
rectly translate:? ilu- Greek, but not all of hi* interpretation can 
hr uCcOpU'd- Hr writes, "11 V !wuv no such custom, U-. such a* 
\t - -rr: en praying ms prophesying with in-ad uncov ere cl. , 

I’his is a complete reversal of I he coil Lex L The c ustom 
which the chapter bus discussed icowien pwyittg covered. 
|}r. Morris say-s that the custom is women pray mg uncovered, 
L 1 is obvious ih.st Dr. Morris v.-ishes to accommodate his cor- 
rect knowledge of Greek to what he believes Paul ought to 
have .«hd. 

Furthermore, Dr. Morris adds that Pj til’s inspired applies 
non of ihc principle ;>]" modesty does not apply today: -AVe 
may well hokE that the fullest acceptance oT the principle 
untEerlying ibis chapter decs not require that in western lands 
in the twentieth century women intis! always wear hats Lo 
pray." J ii-rc, agalpj, jl seems that Dr. Morris wishes tostccnm- 
rtuxlate wliat he thinks Paul means (o whai is regarded as 
■uvcpuble manners today. Note that if Paid did not mean 
what this interpretation attributes to him, neither these 
hvo accommodations are needed. 

As For l he new versions, ituil have appeared mice World 
IV ji ||, they .id mistranslate tmmitin and make Paul say i he 
ckucl opposite of w'hal he wrote, J'fat RS V, the WEB, lilt 
N Ah. the NAEi (Roman Gaiholtc) dl irmHUic ttwuttn 
"other" instead of “^uch," Their wording and meaning are 
ess mlially: if anyone is in< lined to be eon tenuous., there is 
no use .ifgtiing with him, we drfipl} squelch Him by pur 
-.mil unity and say, We iiavt no other practice, iioi have me 
! Iiuiflics of God. 

However, ihis is precisely the opposite of wh.u Paul says, 
li ioTneort" asks sne, d<>« your family ubvays eat turkey on 
rhankigivlitg?-aitd il 1 answer, we have no other t ustom, it 
mcLin’. i hat we cat turkey. However, if I reply, we have no 
.ccn custom, :t means than we do not cal turkey. 
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O'i ErssLlivh versions. only die. 1 KJ am! ihi- ARV ■ ■ f > y<J i 
translate the Greek Corf icily. The* others arc plainly wrong. 
Htmeis tosauiZn sun&htitm ejsh&trtim can mean only 
“We have ju> such niworn." Foreign versions m&iiUfim tin: 
teller Scholarship of the Kj ami l lie: ARV. I'ht si.mdiitt 
German -ran si Lit ion (Ludicrisehes V'erlagshaus, Berlin, 19B3) 
reads, "lsl aber jrmuml unlcr eueh, dcr Lnsl hat. daittbrr.iu 
rnken, der wisse, dm wir soUhen Brauch niche haben. . , 
Ostflnvald's French version is, M Que s’il y a quelqti'un qui sc 
pJahe .L awnifSKT. nous n*uvrms pas cette couiurne, , . ." The 
]• reach and Germ m v r ci*ions, like the Kj. .are correct - 

The mis transit Lions apparon rl \ depend on die fact ihat 
prejudgm cnls of what Paul .oygli l to have said resulted in 
altering wlwl he actually did wy. in reading versts i I 5, rte.ir- 
ly everyone ess peas Paul to say, we have no other custom - 

I he t-.vsicrii customs of |he first century surely required 
women to have long hair, or wear a veil. Then cquld Paul 
have said, I lie Christian chUfeheS bvi no such custom? Is 
Paul asserting iliai Christianity has done away wills die com- 
m on custom, or is fie upholding it? However pulling the 
difficuliy ls, one thing is undeniable: loiaitten means such, 
riot viht t, and it should be eorrealv [fanstaied, no m.atur 
vvhat dirtieuLcies b produces in exegesis. 

rhe difficulties, hoth in this verse and in the earlier 
Versts, are dissipated if we lake Paul's words as ih-CV art- Hats 
and veils are not in question. The subject U hair, and the 
Christian Church doesn't tare how anyone wears Si is or her 
li lir. The long-haired hippy may show bad. lasie and he <1 Effo- 
rt jvc IO uKiTC polite people, bm if he has jus I been converted, 
we will atliii.c him ro the Lord's Supper immediately, and Eet 
tin; length of hair aWpt his becoming civilized. 

17-M Snisnrni'ry; The Corinthbm haw desecrated the 
Lord’s Supper. Mot urtlv must it be celebrated soberly, but 
the communicants must understand its iifpiifteance. Other- 
wise, a ssian will he guilty of rhf Lord's blood, and bring 
tandem pan ion. upon himself. 
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1 7 1 In living Mrs instruction, E do not praise (the fail ] 
that you come together, not for the belter, but for the 
worse." 

The RSV has, "but in the following hmjrudions* 1 do not 
remmcfid you, because when you come together it is not lor 
the belter, but for the w™." 

If a person reads along norm ally and does riot have in 
mind vvhat Paul will say in I t:20 if., he will no doubt think 
that Paul refrains From commending thorn in the previous, 
not the following, instructions. This impression is strength- 
ened by ihe nest two verses, winch refer to point* of eom- 
plaint made in the earlv chapters of !he epistle. Then. Uh», 
'he verb phi ^psmt>) seems to echo the same word in 
11:?. Hi-nee, ,-dthmigh 1 I begins a new subject, an addi- 
tional disorder in the Corinthian church, the present verse is 
beltei taken as referring backward rather than forward. 

IS "For tir^L, when you assemble in church, E hear chai 
there are schisms among you, and 1 partly believe it. 41 

There arc lwo difficulties in (his verse. Ihe first is the 
Word first, Since it points to an enumeration, one naturally 
looks for the second. It eoukl Eu- that ffcAumj are firs.-, arid 
disorders at the Lord's Supper an- second, [si fact, ihere is 
nothing else - in the chapter out of which to make a second 
p -in:. Possibly Paul ftiiiiu ihr word second find minimizes 
i he idea of an enumeration because the disorders ai the 
Lord's Supper are a particular example of the schisms. Of 
course . one could possibly maintain that Lhe subject milter 
of chapter 12 is the second point. 

'Ihe other difficulty in 11:18 is the phrase:, "I partly 
Inrliwe it." From the early chapters, it is evident that Paul 
more than "partly " believed it. He was completely convinced 
.uid censured them for it. lhe usual explanation is hat Paul 
now refers :•« clique* that form during the cetebmkm of a 
rsieal ending in the Lord's, Supper, hi view of the serious 
divisnsrtt diSeuSSCcl before, it is- Hot surprising 'hat cliques 
should have appeared at .i church suppL-r. 
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19 “For there must he heresies among you in order that 
those approved may become evident among you," 

Tltfae rtiUit be heresies, The reason ihat heresies occur by 
necessity And no* by chance is that God decreed them. One 
should not stumble :u the thought Thai God derives evil, find 
decreet! that Judas should betray Christ, anti Christ selected 

hurt :is -J df$cip]e for thrtl pUipOSC, 1 he tiCltOn Of juditS WitS yj 

course a sin, an exceedingly ^rc-.n Kin, but wnhout ihiii s i !■ 
there could have been no a tone merit, Now, here, (he purpose 
uf heresies is not iu make the Atonement possible, but to 
make evident those theologians whom tied approves. In 
Hi:U3 of grCflE com i'CVjCJfSies ::jid lli-feSiCS, God SHOWS his up' 
pmv,-iJ •>! men like Aiharnwiys and August itu-, It was thus, 
too, that Luther was recognized. People who do nor actively 
com bat heresy , whether because they arc iividlretusdly in- 
capable or bt-ca^sr they :i«- cowardly., may indeed be Chris- 
Mans, but (bey Sack God’s evident approval, 

20 "Accordingly, when you assemble in :he same place, 
it is [lot j possible | to eat ihc Lord’s S-upper,” 

Someone might wish to insist that kuriakvn d^t'pnou 
rr, t Ans -a love feast i.irhsr than Ehc Ianee/s Supper tcchnie ally 
speaking, bn: however ilnpoli .■ greediness multi be at j 
church supper, the imp ortant point and the one particularly 
discussed tn the next few verses, the sacrament oi she 
[.ordV Supper that followed the Agape. 

1 he translation above inserted the word poisiblf in brack- 
ets. Since cstiti or grantmatlieally mcdil “:t is possible," the 
brackets arc perhaps not really ntrccssaly; and ii makes good 
Sense to say that for thv Conmhians to. celebrate (he Lord's 
Supper n such a frame of tniiul was morally impossible- f he 
brackets were pin Ln, however, because another translation is 
ahn gwmmaticaJU correct. One might say, “when ytm assem- 
ble, i is not |For the real purpose] of eating the Lord's 
Supper 1 1 hough it may be your professed purpose]," The 
present ejtegetS opirurs that the former translation attd inter- 
pretation ;uc better. 
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21-22 ’"For each uf you in eating takes hit. -Own swppei 
| ! irst] . and one is hungry and another drunk. Do you not have 
houses in which to eat and drink? Or do you despise the Church 
of G«mI and put to shame those who have nothing? What shall 1 
my Tsi you? Shat! I praise you? Jn this S do tint praise [you] ." 

Arndt and Gingrich cue I 1:23 as ;l verse in which (he pro 
of proton 'bo?wi has lost its sense of before. This reduces the 
meaning to "each ««> hi* own iupper. w So taken, the verst- 
id emiffes (he disgraceful conduct, not so much as eating 
ahead of the designated hour, :ls a refusal to share one 's more 
abundant meal with the poorer Christiana in the place. This is 
i suFFicietu cause for Paul’s displeasure. However, i- the pro 
:: cairi* any of lts original force, indicated by the word firs? in 
brackets, the disgrace is not merely a refusal to share, but in 
addition ,. 3 greediness to cal one’s more abundant meat fits;, 
before the others cm get started on theirs, and i hits perhaps 
crc.ite a situation where nothing it's left eo share. J he: greater 
rather than the lesser degree oF disorder is twice hinted at in 
the following words. First, there ls the reference to drunken- 
ness, This goes beyond the impoliteness of not waiting for all 
in commence eating at the same lime, J hen, second, ib.e tone 
oF i ft 22 favors the idea of greater disorder. 

The whole is ,i reason why it was impossible for ihcst- 
people to celebrate the Lord’s Supper, They did indeed iit- 
lend to. but selfishness like i h . diuuikenness, and a genera]] y 
Contemptuous altitude toward the other Christians diverted 
i hi- ceremony of any positive spiritual value. Perhaps m> 
doubt an exceptional individual m;ty property and reverently 
h.tvr done '’this in remembrance of me/' However, on the 
whole, the dcseeritied ceremony con Id only product the 
negative spiritual values that are about to be explained. 

23-24 "For t received from lhe Lord the [information] 
which i also gave you, vi^; ihai the laird on die night in 
Which be was. betrayed took bread and having given thanks 
broke Li and -iiid, This as my body which is j broken? | for 
you. Do this to remember me." 
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Before consuming ihc main thought of rhi* verse and the 
following, Let ti£ notice two small points. 1 he phrase "on the 
night in which . , , M is en lit nitkti ftet. |h< preposition is en. 
Contrary to the views of A, T, Robertson and any Bupiisl 
who follows liim, here is an instance of the preposition rn 
chat cannot l>e Icolive. Night t$ not a places it is a time; and 
hence ?n here is temporal, not spatial. 

A second minor miner, bu* one ilut attracts attention 
because of the use of these words it] our communion services, 
is the presence or absence of the word broken, KJ has it, the 
others omiL i,r and put it in a msu'gin. Papyrus 4ti, Alcph, A. 
il r C do not have it. A third hand correction of Alcph, a few 
poorer uncials, and many cursives have kt&mtinoft, broken, li 
is almost impossible to resist the combined evidence against 
the word. This in no way alters the bifejjtical view of Christ's 

bodily sacrifice or of the communion service, for the idea of 
the broken body and the broken bread are found in 10; 16 
and the present verse, itself. 

A more important idea in this vers* is Paul's assertion 
that Jesus, Himself, gave him the in formation and that it is 
this very same information that Paul bus given the Corin- 
thians. Remember also Pauls den Lai in Gala? tans 1:1 Lhat his 
apostleship depended oil an election by men. as Matthias' 
did, but chat he was appointed by Christ; and Galatians l:.l? 
and 2 ;lS go further and deny that the original apostle 5 added 
any thing to die Gospel Paul 3 tad already been preaching for 
more than fifteen years. 

We arc nut lo suppose that Jesus gave Paul all this theol- 
ogy m the few minutes rhjii elapsed on the road to Damascus, 
More likely Christ revealed it to him during Ills three- yea? 
“seminary course in Arabia. This is what made Paul a proph- 
et . Ministers today arc not prophets, No one today proph- 
esies. A prophet IS one who receives a. verbal revelation direct- 
ly from God. Such revelations ceased with the death of John 
(if he was rhe Inst .ipoittf to die). 

Note, too, that a revelation is not always a general or 
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universal proposition, such -is ihc doctrine of jimific^ilon by 
fiuih- G:>ri ,:Km re v<- .tls parttL’ulat or individual propositions, 

I; ,iS the occurrence ol events, Christ told Paul that lie, 
Jesus, had given thanks, had broken sonic bread, anti had 
given it In His disciples, Oi <■ otitic, the revelation also in 
eluded the general or universal, pruyvedtion that "ibis is nn 
body " III-:.' explanation jLCeompaiiiiirs. the evem. However, 
rt-v elation contains mfnrreiMtero that evens have taken pJ icc, 
as well as why thev took place, lit this ease, the event oc- 
cu i red for the purpose of keeping alive the remembrance of 

C i hr ■ --S L crucifixion, 

25 "’Sirnii-at'Ey -slso the i up after sopper, saymg, I'his cup 
is the new covenant in my blood, ikes 111 is, as often as yqu 
drink it. to remember me A" 

I'his commentary is, not ihc place for .-. full discussion of 
ihc doctrine ol the Lords Slipper; but a few points directly 
related (fj Lhe immediate warding .m- not amis*, 

In 11:24-25, we have the words, “this is (erfii-j) mv 
hotly" and "thrs cup is (e.?fVn) the new covenant." Surely 
from these w: ills no one can deduce tin- Rbmish doctrine of 
[■Ninsubslauliation, nor its Lutheran alternate. In ;l Lutheran 
i Inarch, two <n three young people were standing un the 
rostrum; Lite paslm 1 was catechising them before the .assem- 
bled congregation in preparation for receiving them into com- 
munk.int membership. Queuing probably from the' Gospels, 
he s.dd, " L his is my body. ' 'Then he -asjurd- chough lLc | si ■ »- 
i i durc became mofe rhetorical than catechetical hat docs 
i.v meviu? L means isT’ The timid young girls nodded iheir 
assent, One is reminded ol Luther's expedient of writing in 
chalk, "ii the table as he sat down wiLh Zwingli, "Hoc esi 
meum corpus." Luther was taking no chances liwu he would 
forget the “real presence” as he talked with the older Swiss 
Reformer. I\ means is! 

Xciw it might seem like treason for a Christian to remind 
L-uthei e Li ls l the pagan Aristotle listed icn different meanings 
Lot the verb r : ; be, l>ul j: in mu i reason i« point tml that 
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L ) :25 saySi '"1 Id* cup is the new covenants . . .” Howtwr ( a 
silver chalice cannot li ; c r aiS^ he a covi-Ti ail i: . Against i I t i:-- in- 
dubitable truth the embarrassed saerarnL'iUaiiaii miyhl wish 
to : i.‘ n i ; j ■ h llut the next Wfltdi aA - , '‘in iiy bJoDd." Howcvtf, 
again, blood cannot fttesraJiy be a covenant. Anyway, the 
verse **ys ihM the aip. mol the blood, is the cowrant. M one 
wishes to be crabbed ly literal and insist that IJ ‘■js* is sinrplv 
"is, 1 " he must also take ihe cup literally-. 

The Bible, however, uses tsatuiaL ]aii£uit£>n'_ nut in arti- 
ficial lan^uusc ilA^incii by iiicomprtttu Scholar-Ship i sirid 
oat urn I language is mot always lueftd. Revelation It £0 pays, 
''The seven lamps arc (cinin, the same verb to be) the Seven 
churches.” How can any theologian be si > perverse to iasisl 
lhai seven Limps seen in .1 vision I ticr.il h are seven chuft hts 
it] Asia Minor? LeL lik sptfak natural tnglisb, or it least Greek. 

Another' point directly mude in the very wording, though 
nol so important :ts the preceding, is the inform auon that tire 
Lord's Supper wa* instituted after the feast. The Roman 
church sapemmousty forbids its people to take me glucose 
wafer after i me.d. It tnusi be swallowed (one kindly eats a 
glucose wafer) on an empty stomach, 

Now, one does ttot have to insist that (he Church must 
serve an evening meal in. order to hold a communion service 
a few minutes Inter. Since the Lord's Supper replaced the 
P.nsovi‘3 , iliii parr of (he di$< iplcs" procedure need not -as 
Passover, should nol by repeated: 1 X : does one have to 
insist that rhe celebration lake place ill the vvro I iig rather 
111 iso In till' morning. The Mew Test ament docs not specify 
the horn of day .lc which our serv Lrc> must lie iicld. Nor', 
again, can we insist that a person eat a good meal at home 
before coming ••• the sacrament. HoWrVer, we can insisl 
th:u mo church ba> the authority to prohibit a person from 
easing .ill he want* icp . mimed lately before coming to the 
table of the Lord. In titling so, Romanism condemns she 
disc i pies mid the Lord Himself aud imposes .1 man-made 
supers tition on i l -. people. 
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2fi “Fnr as often as you eat this bread Suit! drink the 
i up, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he come." 

The preceding words were the vrotcb of Jems, Himself, 
hut this verse is Paul’s words, It states a reason for celebrating 
the sacrament, ITie idea that this service Ls to continue 
throughout the present age, and the idea lhai (be minister 
proclaims (he GospH as he captains the *n vice, -US tvell as the 
fat 1 that the coemnunicaius, LOa. in a way proclaim the death 
ot Christ by (heir participation. art important enough ideas; 

him 1 hey are so clear thai n commentary haidlv needs 10 Rive 

them Hindi explanation. 

27 "Consequently he who eats the bread or drinks the 
cup of the Lord unworthily shall be guilty of the body and 
the blood of 1 he Lord," 

Li might have been mentioned in connection with the 
preceding rerses., but here, again, both the body and ihe 
blood are specified. The Corinthian Congregation both ate Lhe 
bread and drank the wine. The Bible gives no justification 
L 1 r, and by implication condemns, the Rom bh deform atiofi 
of she -.rerament by not serving tlic wine 10 the people. The 
fact tin;; the Corinthians profaned the- sACrameUL is no excuse 
for not celebrating it as the Bibb- requires- Nor is there any 
other excuse. 

This verse, of course, centers not on the deformation, but 
on the profanation, li is a conclusion from the previous 

premises- Since the sacrament is such ns has been described, 
instituted by Christ, Himself, in the manner stated, Christians 
should not engage in it unworthily. Two points need some 
explanation: (1) what constitutes a worthy participation, and 
(2) what precisely is [he meaning of being guiln of the body 
and blood of the Lord? 

To take the second question first, one may begin with an 
inference drawn by Lutherans, which essentially is: the ob- 
ject against which we sin must be present, and since wc sin 
■igainst the body and blood of Chrisi, the literal body and 
blood must be present in the elements. However, the argn- 
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mml contains a false premise, li i> ziie necessary l liai 
objttE Si ruled iigainsL lie: physically present. The Set's wing 
radicals who vjskffl Haned unci desecrated the American Slay 
while rhere, enc-ouragmg. the comm i mists ro mere as e the lor 
Lull' of cap lured Soldiers.. iin'rted ag-imSt the: United Stales, 
hui the United Stale* was not physically and Localh present 
in Hanot The Hay, i hr symbol ol the United Stales, was 
present. 

Further, concerning yuilt> someone has suggested that 
people who desecrate til's Sacrament,, had they been present 
in jeni Salem "ti she fourteenth of Nrsan. would b.ivr cooper- 
ale f in cruel fyiuu Christ. Tins, of course. Cannot he substan- 
tiated and is probably i-ds-tr. Itioodstrm human naiorc sins 
readily in one direct ion, while at the sumc lime it holds i 
different sin in abhorrent*. Then, loo, there is ■ sense in 
which every sin, even I he least, makes a person guilty i>l 
puLEinji Christ to death, for “every si rs deserves God’s wrath 
and curse, both in this life and dun which is to ewne" (S, C. 
84), However. there- can be great tei iem]j<araJ punishments for 
some sins i i :.i im others; and desecration oJ the sgcnmciit 
incurs such, jp wlEI hi seen further on. 

'iJJ-29 'Let a man examine himself, and so Let him eat of 
the bread and drink of the cup; for he whe* eats and drinks, 
l-.u.s Lind drinks judgment on himself. if he does not distiii- 
gui-sh the body." 

Before participating in the communion service, a person 
mus.l determine chat he has a Miffiocnily correct understand- 
;ng of if . sign* I it limn.-. Pvi'fLitp? i he congregational organiza- 
tion should ah.i lake some slops to prevent the ihoughllesS 
and profane from participating. Howon, fie re, Pjal laid the 
obiLy.iricin on .-.teh individual person, How much understand- 
ing a ptrson should have is not spelled out, presumably be- 
. : i ii sc.- t lien- :.irv different degrees of inreltecund capability and 
oJ' Christian maturity. However, even the teasl in strut: Led must 
know that I he bread is no Longer ordinary bread, but ha£ been 
set apart by prayer .mJ mad* ■ : symbol of cht: crucifix ion. 
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home commentators, and presumably the KJ , HSV, ;uul 
\AH do no i care to translate I he last phrase as “it he does 
not iistmguifh" between common bread and the sacramental 
symbol. They argue that d&krin& is used again twice in 11: 
■i: (he same rout, though with a different prefix, occurs 
twice in !L:ff 2 ( asid the cognate noun in 11 : 34 .. Jn ihcH - 
cases, rise Bullish Word disitnguisli is iiiappiopriate, and 
there fore judga should Ik thr naiislarion in nil thest cases, 

Eli reply, one can Hay- l hat the sit nation in Corinth, where 
(hi people turned ihe Lord's Supper into n disorderly feast, is 
belter taken Cate of by (tiitinguiik rather than judge. Chris- 
dims certainly do not sit in judgment on the body of the 
Lord, as we do on ourselves in ihe following verse*. There- 
! i -i ■ , even if the verb were translated judge, in accord .lek <- 
wiih its root [‘rtftirUitg, it would have to be itllerpreted in the 
scitne ch.ic the Corine I turns ought utjtidg? that ||v bread liyra 
bolicerl the hody. E'hey could not judge [he body, ffi.cy 
should have distinguished it. Their fsult consisted in notficc- 
aniq Lhe body in Lhc bread.. 

This reply is strengthened by the fact dial judging and 
(tiSiii'iguishiny are closely related. 1 he latter eh one rype of [he 
former, but the former can also mean COndrtMrt, while this 
idai is absent from, is not explicitly included in, is oue neces 
s.:ry to, ihe Uuter. Bvctyduy ErtgH'sh uies avoids in ih-c same 
way ; and the d>nnolative difference in l he use of [lie S-artie 
word mkanocs (he liieran effect, litre, for a tfanslatio-n^ 
"judge the l>ody'' makes poor sense, while "distinguish tfie 
body" makes good sense-. 

30 “for ihi* reason rtiariy among you are weak aim si-, k 
and ;l large number have died." 

Verses £7 and 2EJ both indicate ihe serious guilt and lia- 
bility to penalty involved in the unworthy participation in 
the Lord’s Supper. lEere. the penalties are specifically men- 
tioned. They -ue similar U» tht; "delivering over U> Sa(:rn“ 
■■'ii*. Paul inflicted in 3:5. They are weakness nul illness artd 
even death. Nor is death too infrequent .i penalty, for I'aui 
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says that htkanos, .1 sufficient number, a good many, have 
d;= si for tins m-.isr?n . C! I ■■ iriy, this is a serious m:mer„ I wonder 
haw many easeF of gall stores, diabetes, anti heart attacks 
today are the result of the pFofaiKit ion of the sacrament? 

3 J -32 "if we were far, had been habitually | judging 1 
■ mrscKcs, we should not be judged; but being judged by the 
Iflnd we are Snstrucicd hi order that wc may not he ,-m 
clem nett with ihe world / 1 

The Cormihians could have escaped the weaknesses, illness- 
es, and death of tin' pievstms vffse, if they had engaged in some 
sclJ-examirtatifis. Serious as the matter is. and without in ihr 1 
least implying that one may after ail neglect this duty, P;m! 
points out ihai not all is lost. The judjl&gtus of the Lord, these 
iilncsH S -end deaths, msi.n.im us. The verb connotes fathers' 
bringing up or educating their children. Sometimes, father!’, 
instruction &k« the form of chastisement, but the purpose' is 
our good. God inUllcsK penalties upon us in order that we mav 
escape the utter rkstructipn that He will inflict ort the world, 

33-34 "CrmwqiLcmk. my biElbrfit, whfn you MSETnWf 
:o cat. wait for one another. It anyone is hungry, lei him eat at 
home, in order that you may not be assembled to comiefnini- 
;ion- The other matters 1 shall set in older when f come/" 

This is the general conclusion of the section- The only 
difficulty here is the assumption that there will ire a regular 
meal at which the ifarly comers are to wait so (hat all may si! 
tSorvit together, coupled with the seemingly connicting sme- 
mcm [li.u if anyone is hungry, he should cat at home, Well, 
sometimes E have easen 3t home, knowing that r he: church 
supper would never start on lime. Was there, then, or wiis 
(here not a. feast in Corinth? Perhaps the Wjrses indicate that 
Paul expected the Agape in. continue as a custom for a white 1 
and then die out, leaving die communion service in isolation 
as it now is. Certainly the Lard's Supper is Cunllh&rtded, and 
th< Envy feast is not. Ihe statement is. also made [hat Paul will 
usE his apostolic atiihnruv 10 sec other matters straight when 

he next visits (hem , 
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Mi Summary: The mu- .Spirit and the one Lord give 
the members of the Church .1 variety of gifts, ministries, and 
as' [hides. Each gift is for the good of the Church as a whole, 
Whether ri be wisdom, knowledge, faith, or foreign limgttegea, 
The Spirit assigns these gifts to various individuals us He 
please?, 

1-3 ‘‘Now concerning spiritual | gifts] , brethren, I do 
not want you to be i^vrim. You know that when you were 
(k-uotes |healhen] with your speech less idols, how, being 
led. you were led | hither and yon] . Therefore J On for in you 
t 1 u:ih- speaking hv i he Spirit ol God says. Cursed !•• 
Ji sus: and no one com say, Urd Jesus, unless by the Holy 
Spirit" 

Very likely, the Corinthians had also informed haul about 
then difficulties with spiritual gifts; or perhaps 'they had cm 
quired only about longues and haul replied more generally, 
far chapter 12 is not particularly about tongues. The subject 
is spiritual gifts in general. .Some commentators take rii* 
prt£u matiko n as masculine, instead of neuter, aod ir^isbtc it 
-is, "Concerning inspired men/" Now, indeed, 12:2-3 speak of 
persons: anti :il am rate, there can be no gifts without per- 
sons to receive them; yet to take jmeu martin a? masculine 
and rule out the neuter altogether faces two dif ficuitjeg. 
first, ■Ante some spiritual men have none of the gifts merv 
tinned,. the announced topic would he broader than the mat- 
ter discussed. Second, (ho-ttpb doubtless it is almost the same 
point , the uhupier discusses gifts, not people. 

L he Creek TK. und the English Kj, in Ike second verse, 
mnii thif lefi-ert ‘J his omission makes good sense: 1 i •; knots 
th.it ye were carried away unto these dumt> idols, even as ye 
■■■• -u! led.” J be word cvftew eompHeirU's 1 he sentence; but the 
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MS evidence for when includes Aleph, A, B, C, D, E, and L. 
This combination is almost irresistible, and. we must a creep L 
the urammatid complications. See the translation above,. 

Although the chapter does not mainly concern spraining 
in Longues, the discussion ol which comes two chapters laser, 
an anhripauon of this subject, mentioned indeed in 12:10, 
«o*y he seen »i Paul s character! aatUin of the idols as being 
without speech. The idols, therefore, cither I he physical 
statues or the represented Zeus and o Liters, Could not direct 
the heathen worshippers. The worshippers wow led, in belief 
and action, hither and yon, cither by priests, or perhaps in 
Paul's mind, by demons. 

However, the God of the Christiana speaks, and Paul will 
now give His directions concerning the purposes and use of 
fits gifts. 

As prophesied cn the Old Testament, the apostoJk age 
was to witness a proliferation of spiritual gifts. No- wonder 
the Corinthians, were puzzled and no wonder some responded 
in unfortunate ways. There was need for instruction. 

The first instruction is that no one who says Jesus is 
accursed can be inspired of the Spirit. For the last fifteen 
hundred years, until the rise of Marxism, hardly anyone 
culled Jesus accursed. Even violently art Li -Christians, like 
Spinoza and Renan, did, not attack Jesus personalty. Even 
Edwin A. Bum only goes so far as to rail Jesus stupid and 
immoral {Types of Religious Philosophy , 2nd ed,, pp- 333 ff,}; 
and this is. less than calling liirn Accursed, feat he also says. 
"Jetus was, a miin of remarkable human sympathy . . . Elis 
teaching | contains) the best moral insights And social atri- 
tudes preached by his predecessors " At lesst if this is damn- 
ing, it is anathematizing by faint praise. Were there then m 
Paul's day any who explicitly anathematized Jesus? There 
mav have been occasional pagans who cursed Jems, but more 
*r ; ”"TS?r 3U ^ bad in 311ktl d ihc violent Pharisaic reaction to the 
. Note th l; Paul dm-s not reft i to calling; 1 [ftftkaa m sod 
Pharisees w ottld not tarse Messiah. I hey called Jesus .icryrid. 
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Vet M is somewhat of a puzzle vrh\ Paul gave this rather 
uhviuiis infotirution to lire Cimnlhinr. Christians. Even the 
most inconsistent of them could hardly have thought that a 
(I ciums i.Li.'Mt of Jons wy.i the tv in It < : divine ipspu.ns m. 

'Ihc negative it completed into an entsreU gccSe ral princi- 
ple by (he positive t riser! on. “No one can say laird Jesus 
except by the Holy Ghost. 1 ' i Perhaps the negative part pre- 
ceded fot the definite purpose ol having a compteteiy general 
sr;it Lament.) Kurios is the Greek LAX iianslation of ihe 
I threw JHV r H (Jehovah), "Jesus is Lord" there lore imsms 
that the baby who was born <;! the virgin Mary it i he Jehovah 
che Old Testament , Romans 10:9 says, "If thou shalt con- 
ic-.;. whh ill y mouth Lord Jesus and believe in thy hears that 
(Ltd raised h::vi I join ilu- dead, thou Ah.ilt be saved. " 

fwo remarks should be made-. First., it is explicit in 
Romaic.-. 10:9 and implicit in 12:3 that confession nod belief 
necessary not just pronouncing the words, jestis iv& r( iedl 
ili.Lt ai the judgment He would irjcct many people who hart 
said, "Lord, Lord." Lhese people either dill not know i he 
si gni ficancc of the words of they were hypocrites by reason 
of unbelief. "1(5 avoid G- k! ’ s coiidempiAtioii. one must both 
Understand she iiitflleciua.l content of lire words and, sincere- 
ly believe it. Now. second, when Paul asserts -shat no one can 
s.:y Lord Jesu.fi except by the I L ily Ghost, he docs not mean 
1 h/o everyone who SO SXys is a prophet Suit! has received a 
divine revelation- That is. such a person is, not necessarily 
'"inspired," I hv apostles, like the Old Test imew prophets, 
received verbal messages from God: these other people were- 
tinligli tecicd ih; Spirit to underst md and believe the mes- 
sages. Thus, if iin ordinary duudi member, with no unusual 
■=;'■! Is. says, "Jcs-.;.s is Jehovah ?.od :l In- undcre lands the 
intellectual meaning, and if he is sincere, that man lias been 
ersji^hientd by the Holy Ghost. Jl now someone wishe* to 
afesil in anathemas and, cursing, let him say, 'Tf anyone preach 
conio^y to what von received, let him be anathema” (Gal. 

I T 10). 
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i-Jj ‘There are Apportionments of giftis. h^i ; im- ^nn- 
Sjijr'isi aiici apportionments of ministries, and the same Lord; 
and apportionments ul Activities, but the same God who 
works All In all [£}u i&ti3ns] 

The KSV mistranslates verses 6 and 13. For an explana- 
U(.m 1 see the Excursus on the K3Y inserted in chapter fifteen, 

Some people, even devout Christians, think that God js 
very democratic and treats, or should treat, everybody ..dike, 
jfer ’'God is no respecter of persons.” On ihe contrary, if God 
is no respecter of pin-sons, He will treat each one as He picas- 
fs. i ills, ihest- vases %av three times over that God docs not 
treat everybody alike. After all, He did dot create a world of 
,iii elephants 01 all algae; short! are birds and mountains, stars 
.irtd men- J he members of die human race also differ in many 
respects. 

Ministries and activities may be thought of r.s subdivisions 
of the general da*s of gifts, since God assigns <>t gives iueii 
and Such ministry lo each persori. Yet gifts may he restricted 
so those men ticked below in I2;8'9, and what is mentioned 
in I2 lI 0 would by aedvmeg} though this explanation leaves 
no place for specific identification of m famines. It is best to 
suppose Inal the three- Fold division in J2:4-b is not ariosi cal 
division into WaLCf-tight compartments, but simply a general 
dasc.rjpiiu:l in aggregate. The main pidnl is that there is one 
God, l aTbeif, Son, and Kpirii, who gives various kinds of gifts, 

Ir; addition lo tbe reference 10 lhc '! rinuy, these verses 
show thm God works .-ill things in all people. This may be 
taken so generally 3 $. to mean ihtn God assigns min is tries and 
act 1 vj ties to the unregvneotc as well js lo the regenerate. He 
assigned the ministry and activity of governor to Pontius 
Pilate. However, .since Lhc context concerns Christians, it :s 
more likely that the verse says ilva God, w«i :ill things, 
Christians dm. This would confirm Philippian s 2:13, "Et is 
God who works in vi>u, i>oih IO will -md Co do, foe ibe s.ykc 
id' hi | own] good pleasure." Sincf posifi fall people! c<ill 
plausibly be restricted r.> ill Christians, one wonders if in 
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punifi Nil things) can be restricted to the gifts mentioned 
below. This is unlikely, first, bee a use Philippi-mS 2: J 3 gives 
reason for extending ir in all human (unctions, and second, 
because the gifts seem In be examples subsumed under “all 
things,' 1 The idea therefore is that God causes the verb it 
utftks, not Sj'd-er every Christian to do whatever he does, 

7 ‘"j'u each the manifestation of ihe Spirit is given for 
Advantage, " 

KJ makes it sound js if the gifts were given for the ad van ■ 
tage of the recipient. Of course, they were; but the following 
,. me xi indicates ihxj they were given for the advantage of 
(he church a± a whole. Nevertheless, the RSV and NAS inter- 
pret rather than translate when they say, "for the common 
good," Note again, that these qualities and activities arc not 
the ; '/sy !l ot human volition; [hey aje giv^n by God- This 
expands the thought of 4:7, "’.t hat do you have that you did. 
not receive? Now, if you received it, why do you boast as if 
vou had not received it?" FbU js a point needing special 
emphasis til this era when nearly all Atti or i can ' V-vangy lit.tK 
hold rlii- Annin iara theory til tree-will. 

&-J 1 T'nr to one through the Spirit is given the doctrine 
of wisdom, to another (he doctrine of knowledge accord hag 
lo Lhc same Spill 1 , to another faith by the same Spirit,, to 
another gifts of healing by the one Spirit., to another w-ork- 
invs of powers, to ..mother prophecy, to another <ti$cingui idl- 
ing spirits, TO another kinds of languages, and all these the 
one and the >mc Spirit producers, assigning to each individual 
as be wishes.” 

Several commentators have tried, to find. here a three- fold 
divisiojr ol gilts; for example, intellectual gifts {wisdom and 
knowledge), faith gills {faith itself, faca5iugs, xod miracles); 
languages (speaking and interpreting). However, there are dif- 
ficulties both with this division, and with the apostle's list, 
itself. The division Is arbitrary because faith in thi second 
subdivision'! and interpretation in Lhe third afi: both forms of 
wisdom and knowledge. The list, itself, js difficult because 
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faith is included in cute place and sfftms 16 be e5i.clud.ed in 
iUlDllii'f- H ill-id !L'.rv-i;.s ihf JjlU'I oj healing to some. bun :M >t u> 
ill, m hv-= -LLSi.i see in [hat there .i«: vine Chrisi :.ms Co whom 
God does not [jive lIil* gift i>1 faith, Of course,, God gives faith 
to :.dl, fin otherwise the person would not be a Christian, 
llen.ee, the ervumeration must hr takefl as a random enutner-v 
ii--ti r ihnj.lv .is examples, and noi as ,i logical division- l‘he 
aim of iiu- passage is- m show that God does no; treat every- 
body alike. I hat point is quite clear. 

Tlni rvSin i i >n between wisdom and knowledge was dis- 
h. usscid, perhaps not throughly enough, in the excursus at 
the end of chapter three'. Healings and rcjjraStes {workings ol 
powers ) hardly need eumment. Prophecy is exemplified in 
thr -■postles themselves and the daughters of Philip, Distil t- 
gushing of spirits probably refers, to cite ability of rceogniA- 
ing heretical preaching u ! i [ohn 4: i). 5: so, this is a special 
case ol wisdom or knowledge. Speaking in foreign languages, 
without having studied them, is exemplified m Acts 2; 44 I, 

• his reference could imnxidiiec the subject of modfem Ptotf- 
costalism ; but .is the mrstlei ss more fully taken up two chap- 
ters Liter, nothing will, be said here, 

i ■ i-ame So the Last phrase in the veras , the subject of “he 
wishes' is the Spirit, not the recipient. All these gifts depend 
■ ■n the initiative of tho Spirit- lie ansi no man derides what 
junction* Christian sit, til exercise. Jhehpirit distributes Hi? 
kift> as He whites- No man can do miracles just h«*u« he 
wgiiij? to. No man can get knowledge and wisdom by lii$ own 
el forts, Xo one toil prophesy unless She bpiriL pveS him i 
vefb.il message, and mi one «;■ have faith by my alleged .sec 
n! hei will. Filth o a iSl of God, and ! [<_■ gives it to whomso- 
ever He plea-si’ s, 

i2.:n Summary: An MJktjfy l>ciii-cen the human body 
SUWI the body <sf Christ illustrates Imw i r irious mem hers and 
functions ran be united, i'he Corinthian Christ inns arc all 
members of CliristX body, ,.nd is in the ease of eye, ear, foot, 
-Hid h.irtd, eve i \ member is of n*e to ilu- wluJi and none 
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should be despised. God sc is lilt various members in their 
places as it pleases Him, Even the indecent members have 
vita : i nr lions. No one receives all of God's gifts? only some 
.ire ,.p* •silts, only some are teachers, mil', some speak ii: for 
■ uri languages, Vet ji is right to desire the best gifts, 

12 ’Tor as the body is one and has many parts, and all 
the o-i is id the body, though many, are one body, so aki. 
Christ," 

I he idea is perfectly clear. One wonders, however, about 
the mentality of the Curimhian*. Did iliey really believe ihai 
God cbiild no i give different people different gifts? Is it like- 
ly :.haE they denied ihe d:-, die source rd these pankulsii gifts? 
t'he ni cjrc plausible supposition is that they railed to sec Lhai 
all wen: neetssaTV to lire unity of the Church. Surely the 
t hut; i: at Corinth had its defects. 

13 “For also bv one Spirit we were all baplucd ssmo one 
body, whether Jews, or Greeks, whether -slave!, or Freemen, 
a nd all l i ! ns were made to drink one Spirit."" 

The rderenee to Jew* and Greeks hints that some Jews 
though i the Gentiles wen- not nercssaiy Li> the Church, or 
that Some Gentiles thought the Jews were mfertor members 
Paul reminds them [bar ihc Holy Spirit had: baptised dl oi 
them into one body, t his was 1 1 i - work; it was not theirs, and 
they could nor negate It. They were all rciid'C to drink of OEM 
Spiii:, a peculiar expression, bus emo nevertheless that shows 
they did not appl"^ for a drills of their own free -will, bul 
were marie to drink the one Spirit, This ;s the way God 
constituted the church and the Corinthians had no warrant to 
exclude any rtiertiber or despise any udi. 

One oilier point can stand emphasis hew because si i> srill 
•i mutter o: ctintrmrrsv 1 , though not exactly on (He same 
plane as in umiquityi The point is that the units of the 
Church includes the untiy ol < onvrf! e<l. Jctvs .utri converted 
Gentiles, 

Modem dispensarionalism makes. .< sharp distinction be- 
tween. Jews and Gentiles, and denies the unity of tlif people 
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of God between Mott'S ,tnd Christ with the people of God 
From the time of Christ to the present, En other Words, the 
Church began „ »■■>[. with the repentance of Attam, bui with 
the- resii erection of Christ. 

Oiw thing that dispcniJtion&Msts assert is very try e: 
namely, that God". 1 : d ft ret in eludes a glorious future For '.lie 
anam body .it Jews, though presently union' cl Led- Romans 
1 1 says dearly ihai the Jewish branch of ?.ht olivir tree was 
broken off in order to grab (he Gentiles into (hat ircri and 
that in the future, rise natural h ranches of the olive tree will 
be grafted into that same tree again, with the result that all 
Israel shall he saved. 

Us i '..ever, what the dispensaticmalisls Fail to iiOlia' -;s that 
i lie Gentiles were grafted into she very tree that bore eIk 
jews. Xow these verses aJh-m the branches and ohtc trees are 
figures oF speech. A mote literal explanation is Found in 
Kphesiatts 2 and :t. In times past, me Gentiles were alien's, 
Froth lIiv comm - mi wealth of Israel and strangers to the Jewish 
covenants, but Cliust broke down the wall of separation, ind. 
brought the Gentiles, who had beesi afar off bom the Jewish 
com mb n w r a 1 Lh , into that contmonwealLh, ['has event was not 
tuliy revealed in the Old Testament, chough the promise to 
Vbrah.-.m included the Gentiles, but ihc events and revela- 
tions id the apostolic age have made it quite clear, LTfcnCc the 
Church m the w i Idem vs» {A us 7;3S), the Church in Corinth, 
i h • ■ common wealth of Isr-ijrl, iscd the I *r*el of God i;GaL 
are one Church, die body -oF Christ. 

1+ “Lor aho die hotly is not one member, but many." 

L'hf v 'ords ‘‘for alst ' ;ftitr gut) in these two successive 
verses indwab the liv.;pin;:; up oJ t wo additional arguments 
upon the " ' ]■ e.u‘ in" ikfifkaptrr gor) el 12:12. Before the 
lion is over, she scries ■ s $*i b$id her v argunimi* wifi haw- be- 
come, one might My, almost I op -heavy. 

13-lfi “If the foot Should say, because 1 am not llw 
hand, 1 am 1 1 ■ ■ ■ »t tin- body, :hjv does noi prove li is not of 
the body. And if till- car should say, because J am not tin 
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eve, I am not of the body, this does not prove I? j* not oF die 
body. 

rhere is something peculiar here. If in Corinth one person 
despised another and considered him unimportant to the 
churth, we would rxpWl Paul 10 say. “If the Foot should say 
lo the hand, you are not & fool and hence not & pan of thy 
body- - ■ - ' t his wording emphasizes the contempt one per- 
son has for another, However, Paul’s actual wording Suggests 
dial one member thought thal he, liimsciF, was not a member 
hecause he was not somebody else. This would he hi excess 
••! humility father than contempt, Tin- general tone of the 
vpi-sllt, however, does not sound as it the Corinthians were 
overly humble 

17-19 “If i he whole body were eye, where wbllld he 
hearing? If the whole were hearing, where would be smelling? 
Bm now God has placed the members, each one of them, in 
the body as he wished. But if they all were one member, 
where would he the body?*’ 

J J i l- analogy of the Church with Lire human body makes 
an egalitarian dkmiid of differences ridk tplous. A hontogr- 
nebus, undifferentiated mass could not be ail organization. 
I lie Church is organized, with degrees in rank anti variations 
in functions. 

Again , as in i2;M, Paul teaches that every Christ i;i u s 
position in the Church is what it is because God arranged os 
decreed it that way. God chb-Sc which person* in [he popula- 
tion of i he world were to be put into the Church ami what 
functions they should hate. Only an immature Christian with 
,l deplorable minimum ot biblical knowledge could suppose 
■- f?;» i the nature and activities of Ihe C!htm It spring From 
tnan's Independent will, “Whatsoever the Lord pleased, that 
(lid In in heaven and in caah” (F*. 1 35:fi). including the 
Church, Can anyone suppose that G«>d docs not determine: 
and control "the body uF Christ r 'l 

2(S “bur now the flKmbcFS are main, hut the body \- 


one. 
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Ihj j verse iTCtSiy be Ei'kcn as a f oil dud on 10 the pr^tfedjjig,, 
..; .i> :.jji jp traduction c- > iKc remainder of the chapter, «r a$-a 
sustaining note in a Canlimiilig crescendo. 

“‘thfl oc h.- L a a'i ti c t i sny iy ihe hami. 5 hi,ivc no need i-i 

you; n<if again (be he-vd ic, ihe feet, J have im need of you." 

Above, n, wan said ihal Paul li.sd not picuircd the Coxin- 
•!’. jans .if p^Flitulitly humble. On die contrary, they were 
proud jnd an oiiJUl, rhi.-refore, 12: M ff, was puzzling, N ever 
iheless, even in no airrogtin? majoritv these might have been, 
even pkuiihly were, .i few dispirited. dejected souls. ]f the 
prcvcdi.ivg ii directed io the dejected, mow come the words 
addressed to ! lie- arrLiga.ru, As ihe depressed are no- lb doubt 
their inclusion in the body, the proud are not io deny them, 
then place t=r consider them useless. Fhev are necessary . 

22-23 “Bui raLhtr the members of lire body (hat seem 
to he weaker are necessary- ; and what we consider (O be k^s 
honorabk [members] and emir indecent [members] h*vr 
more abundant decency., but our deceit; [members) do not 
need |il | /’ 

IVb.it the weaker but necessary jwrh of the body are heave 

been variously identified as ihu brain and central organs, the 

cyv.5 ' ■ s. and wer lihe hands, The less honarabic pww 

hivr been idemilurd, bv imaginative commentators, as the 
hci and the in Lest bus ['he onLy certain identification of 
what Fan] metnn i-i ihai rhe indecent pans are the organs of 
sev ii'irl cxcttWtnL When the teat says that the indecent 
members have more abundant decency, it probably means 
ilia; sve- lake especial care :■- clothe them. 'I hey an- decently 
Coveted. L'hc d-CC^nl members, tin - fd.ee or arms for example, 
do tu>( have to be clothed. 

iSi? me cart deny that all the- organs mentioned by com- 
rtKJHaiors acre necessary either to the well-being oF (he body 
or l-iih ms vvry exisECQc c. Fk’iiet, since the human body arwt lhe 
bodx o ( "ii is: are analogous :r chi> wpKi, the distin- 
guished mem hers nl the Church arc mil to be despised. 

2-U]-25 "But God h,vs ('jOrAposcd ihc body, lug mure 
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abundant honor to ihc inferior [member] in order that there 
hr ill= dividmi in the body, but chat the rnemhers have :he 
same Concern for one another/’ 

It is ■ mm ter of choice or taste whether or not to break 
I 2:2-1 ii : i.il I and <,i>niider (he second half as the beginning id 
-i new paragraph. I'he break is indeed slight, but nonethelevs 
l here Seelits to be a Step lotwudi 

Jus.t how God has given more ahunditni honor i« tire less 
iKinorahlf parts of me bod y is not too clear, Perhaps this is 
saitl because these parts n more vital than (he hsntl or even 
the eye. 

The application liE the ilhtslnoion to the member-, oi tin- 
Church i h;n they haye i In- s;ime concern or even .uixu-ly for 
one another- is emphasized by a peculiar irregularity in the 
Greek grammar. QrdinaiiU , neuter plural subjects take verbs 
m :inc sirdar, EL-;..- thy v*-rb„ after the netuei plural mcle 

1 ji.tns; is plural. 1 his peculiar grammar seems to carry ,t dls- 
trihulive connotation; each and even, member without es- 
1 1 pin. ml. Of course, a angular verb w ould have meant the 
same e hang, hut Lhy plural rn tikes La in tire pointed, 

26 "And whether one mem her suffers, all (he members 
stiiki with [ i l | ; [or] whether otw 1 member is honored the 
members rejoice wilh |aL[, '" 

I In hrcgolar gf; mso.ii qf ihc pl'cCCditij; verse receives a 
lightening by ? return ut the regular singular verbs, in "sui 
fei with" and "rejoice with,” I'his heightening as .1 good 
(ot.LL.li because while cv cry body recognizes the truth of I 2;2h 
in rckidon to the hLimani body, the Corifftlitfcin.s have not Ixwn 
(he <mh ucs Lm.ovure of its truth in the churches, 

2j '"N'cu.a ;tre <.]En iNt's body aald members ufui purt,’" 

If L tnytu(e is displeased with beginning a paragrapli .11 !2; 

2 lb, this l fjr.c liiii hr taken as the start of die final applies- 
:i"ii of the analog) to the Church, Iiie phrase “niemhers of a 
part” is puzzling. The general meaning oF the vt-rsc * ,:n hardly 
bt in doubt, but ^s t onitncntarii s are supposed (o cltpitijn 
- Ifictilties. they may he ' - vut-r 1 erl m explain Less serious 41 * 
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well as more serious difficulties. The thecal translation can 
lit, with ill'" KJ. RSM .Sixl MAS, 4 'mem her* in panbliir ,, ')ji 
“individually members erf il.” Since, however, it is- hardly 
necessary to insist (Me sndin hUnil* are individual members of 
the Church, pc-ihaps “members of a parC or ‘ ni embers <■! 
part " c in be paraphrased as "according as each. one respec- 
tively has hj.s own definite pan in (he body of Christ. '"The 
emphasis is oil the individual’s function, not merely on being; 
a mtmbtt of die body- J'he verse cannot mean that the 
Cphnlhian church was a p.«rl of (he Church universal. Tills is 
ruled Out by the preceding context And by the Application in 

the next %'l-tsc. 

J 2b “And whom God has placed in the Church, firsi 
apostles, second prophets, third teachers, Lhfin powers! then 
gifts i>r liealiiift, [doers of) good deeds, governors, species nf 
LLftjiUAg.es." 

[he minctuAtton chosen by several translations and even 
: \ sortie Greek editors mukcs this an incomplete sentence, 
Others rimph drop out the relative pronoun to avoid the 
potM construction. Neilhei device is needd. VeHstfS 27 attd 

'make it perfectly good sen fence. '"You collectively ,uv (he 
body ut Christ, whom also individually God set m iht Church 
to t :■ i ap 05 1 les and s o on . ' 1 

God organised the Churchy not the Corinthian church 
only, by setting apostles over it as its first and highest oTIT 
cent. During the apostolic age, God also gave verbal Blrtiijtcs 
i ■ 1 Mtiis? others, including women, who were (hen fort- proph- 
ets, Apostles and prophets arc no longer wish ns, but min is- 
lets. pastors, oversews; bishops. (rT properly understood) or 
teaching jelders art' today’s highest official?. “Powers, ’’ in 
other words, workers of miracles, are jsi* were suboi’din.iEC to 
iicri, though the gill of miracles also ceased at the end 
of ;be first century. Tlu- deacons (, J ) or doers of good works 
rem still along v/iith the elders. The term “governors' 1 may pos- 
sibly Tefer to elders who title, whether or riot ihcy also leach. 
Clearly one man could bold more than one of the office* 
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L-num dated, Finally, £«>mts the gift of Speaking ,i foreign 
language. I too is u luirvU - , asuiso does ncn (occur today'; but 
il w i.f nun tipped separately because ii was conspicuous and 
wide-spread. Obviously, these are not die only gil cs that God 
gives d> His people. 

29-51 “Are ai! apostles? Arc all prophets? Are all teacb- 
r i s l J Do all hilvt powers? Do -sll have gilts: LJ f heeding? Do .sj] 
speak in languages? Do all translate? Now, hf zealous for the 
greater gifts. And I still show- you a way p- M excellence. " 

In anridpruion, note well that Paul itsts foreign UnguA^cs 
and translations last. He tiroes the Corinthians, who made »«-• 
much of language*, to seek die better gif?s. Although God 
disifihutes Elis gifts as He pleases, yet it is right for us to 
desire one or another and K* express our desires. 

Another point in anticipation is thcexplicit assertion that as 
not everybody is an apostle, iso root everyone speak* In tongues, 
and we may infer dial not everyone is supposed to do so. 

Fhe chapter ends with i sentence that K], RSV, and NAS 
all mist rati slate. J lie.- familiar words arc, "Arid yet shew I 
unto you n more excellent w.iy." Now, there is no compum 
live adiet live in the text. Comparison is ahsen:, nm only in 
l he modern critical texts, hut o-cn in the Tcsiuj Receptus, 
] in- ■ ii.Tuiv. a translation must omit the idea of comparison 
and say. "Asad 1 -.till [or, in sdditidri} show you a way pai 
excellence,'* or words to that effect. 

The jpeal damage done by (he incorrect translations lies 
in a serious mtsyndemanding of the next chapter, bow is 
considered -i more excellent way than, and accordingly a sub- 
iiicute for, wisdom, faith, miracles. and lwjftu.ig.CA. even for 
apostlCS, no doubt. 

That love should be regarded as a substitute for me apos- 
tles and for prophecy ought to have warned everyone that 
this itilerpreLiition is impossible. Rucker L , l.srius, and others 
assert the meaning to be, ”T show you 1 fur bfUSf way still, 
in which you may walk, namely, the way of love, which far 
surpasses all possession oi , tmmnala/' 
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Whai I’isni says is ihu: Seek ihc best gifts, such as wisdom 
: i iid knowledge, and the way par ■ 'Mcdk-nce to seek 1 1; ■ ,ii: 
giiss h Iwi'tS Paul is not offering n substitute for 1-iitK, mi- a- 
ties, good deeds, but a way to obtain Llicm. 'I litis the ■ s. ' 
chapter follows smoothly. 
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L - 1 : + Summary! The oxcrJlencc of love js set forth 11 . 
details that cannot well be samnidte^. As ,1 substitute, a. 
short excursus will be inserted. 

For some years now, ihc concept of love has taken on 
added importance in theology because- of its ase in a new 
theory of ethics. The most extreme and therefore be si known 
form of this theory, and perhaps the most detailed arid eon ■ 
sistent form, i? Cftlied 'Ssituatson^eThics/’ to which allusions 
have already been made above, 

Not to belabor Joseph Fletcher any further for his de- 
fense of adult-cry as a Christian v irtue, a later and fair exam- 
pleot the iheary can be found an The IjOW Command in ihe New 
f'fsiamntt !>■. Victor Paul Pumisli (Abingdon Pres*, i ! 1 72'k 
The bask thesis is that the "love .comm and” conflicts 
with and overrides the 'Ten Commandments and every Giber 
precept in the Bible. Pumjsh sa\s th.it the love-command is 

"'[he Criterion and measure bv which the Jaw ilsclS", with all 

r 

jis, various eomenandmenls, is 10 he judged" (p. 200). Thus, ii 
Jove diciatcr occasional polytheism, one is obligated to ignore 
the first of the Ten Commandments, .-and so on with the 

There are two conclusive objections to this theory. The 
first is that love never gives us any information, and surely no 
! i-rittiuivc directions, as Lu what to do; and so the theory 
cannot be appised, Suppose rhe communists send Asiatic 
troop* to shoot the Hungarians. Does my love for the com ■ 
munists {and of course we should love even the communists;, 
dictate Thru E must help them, as one of my college students 
asserted, or does my love for the Hungarians (ii liberals C;ui 
with difficulty imagine the love-corn rtumd being extended 
even to the Hungarians and the Czechs) dictate that I shoot 
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[;n com m ni.ws? Kai tils' ill favored, nr ;c I; 4S> nemd m cl, 
T J nr- mssMije.rc: o| '.ho Hungarians; and he was a great theolo- 
gian, Or, rn-rhaps. my lave for my wile, and at Limes for mv 
ne-. -hot's wife, dictate than I keep out o; the I j ■ ■ y :md love 

jicj or them,.. At this nu'jwi'.i. of writing i;Nnv. l£73), the 
h.ii-u- problem arises with respeei to tlir Arabs ji'c. 1 -iavs :■ ’ . s, 
Nor :s it nciessank the extreme question of joining ogic arm -, 
rathei than the other. The almost inescapable problem js 
wht ihci ■( 1 :ii‘ rd Stales, eirtaen slu .Id favor or in .my wnv 
aid either. The k:.dcr of li.c Mafia, the newspapers say. 
gave a million d- Liar* L<j tame I. However . tuvr never Leila a 
ChrtsTi'an what to do. 

The first bbjeetibn is alt l he more pertinent when one 

notes that Ivies in c-irnc-i r Love wi h < . i i -.i . Mo .h.ivs 

of Paul and John,. L Mlio concept of obedience itself is- c Jtciif ; l 3 - 
taed in suult il w hat it nu longei: has reference k* the; 
be! Lever "s i at ion the l.vw, b" r > rhe etaim ■■i'G.'H which 
]■? nonnatively encountered not in the hodv of the law but in 
! - > ; person afld work of J-e'sus Christ”' (p, 200), 

However; w*wr is I by ctaim of God? ft a fliaw rejects the 
inerrancy o! Scripture, -tiul there fore picks and chooses :<• 
Suit his wha norm alive powet is there to compel him 

Let pick Ut love^cornmaiidmept Father Lhan the much mi- 
lgrted :<i much misunderstood I lct. 1 - o f an e-. e for yrt eye? 

ihepe }$ a aecotid objection to the theory of loyer-etbks- 
Fui-nish and others. argi,,(e tha; i licit i hcory is i he re&LLJi of the 
c vugcsiE of Johinninr and Pauline texts [p. 23). Now, as to 
l he aposjh John. ■■■■•■: may quote agamsL Furnish John 1 •?: I h, 
"It yrluvciTR keep ivr. co nns tiulmePts.’' Surely, :h,s nabs 
it h-.l'C hi sin “ihi- concept oi obedience, itself, is radicalized, 
in such a vv,ty thut it no longer has reference to the believer’s 
rotation to the Law, " Does, not the verse explicitly motion 
'.he Commandments? IE- .wcwr, c b t ex is i: •» even clearer and 
lulkr Johonnine pronouncement, I John 2:d states “If any- 
one keeps, fih word, truly t such .■ person tlv Love of God 
h;d^ hern perlectcd." ! n love God is to keep Elis doclrmc, Ml. 


Chapter j'J 


2 m 

oivcepti, (lit word. One saj ekhei that lovr'acnl oU< li- 

enee tie sy non vinous, <n thM love is the de-sin to obey am 
that this desire ipjtj in obrdjcncc. Full obedience, then, is 
per fee r love. J in .iposde John does .mv thing iu: suppen 
Furnish 's theory. As lor the exegesis of Pauline lexis, .bit. is 
precisely is ha l follows, in this i bapk-i - I'he ruMlli will not 
plea sc m odert i anlinomia ns. 

i "Il t should ipCak in ihc tangtfageS oi'meiG tut.l atigieU, 
I ? : 1 1 do no i h: nr U- : ■. . I Kiivf I jcC'i mi spuiiding hra.y: Jfir, 
• ■i pperj or a clanging cymbal. 

Since lo ci- i> i hr- w;t\ p,t cxdiU-nco to thrift t;iirs; ®nt: 
could, suppose iTiatt it is not the only way. It remains possihle, 
so I'iif ns ihc previous chapter 3t*kw, io ubrcriii rtfcgsf gifts; in 
. ■! h; r ways. Yet I 3 I dors not say that anv man a-. . illy has 
■ ' ..: i : i- i.'l Ut tpu ape s. k i low ! ... dgc . p ropli ec v . o . tai Lh< Wi tout 
also having love. The verse is a present general condition aJ 
sentence with nothing implied, the verb of the pn.-casia being 
in the Subjunctive with Cem, 

I he pl'M.isv ‘’liijiguagvs ul r c -:<-ii :.md ajigeta'" vhows i.lmi 

foreign Sntitlligible Languagies arc mean;. Line “longues" lj! 
\ Cm-Lurhians art eg-a: gibberish, Gibberish can hardly be clus- 
sified ,ii "in o I in tongues or languages oJ men; nor Could 
anyone suppose ih.u ihc righteous aflRcte sptak unirudligihly 
and irosicmaSiy. LI sinfiii man :s a rariori.i being, \ ;. righ- 
tcouii tuigds are more so. God i-- a God of irulh, wisdom, and 
k ji i :■ w led £<■ . His .chcHfCi ' rrtesseEiuers {aGigets) are not demented., 
£veu if rhe pfiiMe uni'i-ls” it mkl-n liypetbolic ;ill\ , .i-: 
B-i .-’.i 1 1 i d , the sober and literal lit tin about angels prevents the 
hyperbole hum reducing ihdr cntivc rsHtion :o nunscr.sc si IIj- 
bles. 

“Love” here i-- the Greek word agape. 1 Ivis term I-,,- l:ivn 
eaTapultrd to prominence LU recent by -Bishop Nygicn 

anti i he siuiijlioH ethics of Joseph Fletcher. Hodge --has. " I he: 
Greek word affape is net of heathen origin..' liowev-ir. 
wrote Lie I •:;■ i c rlu- word had been found i ■ pngan writcrsi and 
the vh. :! agfipwo hatl been in ««.- since the linn ■'■ Homer. A 
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nvir.ii study will dispel some u( the mystical aura that con- 
temporary writers i i ■; placed ■i.khju'KI. il . 

.-i&ipti 6-. Air curding ro Ljdiiell and Srort. means. to grcei 
v.- iii affcaiciD, o> show affection for the dead.; it :s Cod'', 
love for man and man's love fr»r Cod'; il is distinct from 
philed, which implies r j i father Hiatt affection (Llujugft 
Liddc: :i'. S". 1 rial lhal ihv. Ill T! : ! .111 > -. 1 ! : .■■ 1 1 is 

seldom used For sexual love., (.hough Xenophon connects i,i 
vl-.'L'i pfoitit-utci. 1 t can mean caress or pet, lo be fond of. 
pruc or desire, to he content; and its object can be things as 
well c4S per £0 cm* 

F ■ 1 1 th. = ■ imh -,p(tpe Liddell and Hi-oi ‘Li: Inn . : u ove 
of a husband tor a wife - n heathen and therefore origin a 
Greek usage ^ love of God. For man anti mail for God, charity, 
itln'i^ mid the love Feast. 

Ann Hi and Cingpidh, whose lexicon is nor a general Levi 
con of the Greek language, but only of New Testament and 
i .11 i'll - i.n literature (and the LXXj have pretty much tin: 
same Thing: affection loi persons, love of God, i«d lOtyi- 
changeahly wirh philrn, I . ■ v c. IV ir ihing* (honor, the wot Id, 
rewards); and similarly for ihc noun. 

! the New res -urn cut agape occurs li.6 Limes and the 
verb L-L2 times- John’s Gospel has the verb 97 Limits and 
Ijohn L6 times, the maun " and 19 hues, 1 CoriilthisulS hsts 
I he veib only ■ wire, .id the rum 1 ] 4 1 i rues. The vaucry of 
rnc^tT 1 it g orec Judes the im .igfnal ivo resl fictions that have re- 
ceiTily soeprd down to the congregational level. 

Ft would hr mud' too cumbersome to quote the 25ft 
installers ol the noun and verb: htir in show lhai rhe word, 
tt'scll, apart frost:! ihc context, does n-ol designate some pu< n 
liar re|L0jci.us rtlatLortslnp, suitable Joe a theory of situation 
ethics, and surely not a solrty . uerlni u at 2.111 relationship. or 
anything but “iovr" m irs most general Connotations, these 
few New testament verse* will he quoted, 

Ephesians 28; "Husbands, |i>vk: yom wives. ... bo 

husbands ought to ovc i hear own wives as their own bodies. 
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He who Loves h:s m«n wife loves himself:' The ■mitted 
words, "as Ch life* loved lit 1, Chufcjl . 1 uiiftlt u: used ttj claim 
thill nuild not refer eithri r.n -i-viia!: love or 10 ;i ! 

ni self-micros L. If: ■■neve", the repealed phrase “their r-vn 
uivcj." md in. 1 wives in jx'iind, shows that general benevo- 
Lcr-.c :s not meant, and surely not promiscuity! and rhe 
phrase "his own body” rubs oui n dis niertfsied luve; The 
idea rs repeated a third time five verses helow. 

J din 2 ! : J 5 17 , which many sermons have subjected toingc- 
111 1...-: r-.'!i are. shows [bar agttpar: and philed arc in tcrchroi gc- 
.j'.'Le. Christ :.sks, Go vets lot e me [agapao i ’ Fh- ler replies^ 1 love 
you fa filled). The same question and answer are then repeaTcd- 
l.>id Tcter deliberately change the verb and the meaning? Had 
Christ referred to some heavenly love, and Pete. to some earth 
Ly love (or vice versa)? Or had Tcer simpT. used a synonym? 
J ohri ,. t he ,uu hot, -shows thm the words are synom'ui-ou*, Xo-t.:: 
jesus =.ud : h c: r.hird lime, Simon, do you love me iphileG). IIaw- 
:ver, Christ bad juh iiKi-tl philed throe Mims. Otis was the lirst 
lime Christ used Lht? verb; hut n was I lit third lime For the cum- 
in *•• meani ng, Pc i . •? w;i s put ned - IV :ow . if t he t wo ve bs we re no i 
■ y n . 5 n y m at is , rhe . 1 n vers.- r Ion wot ii. : . ha vr t icei 1 a 1 ft illuwj: 
Pet.er, if you do not agapas :c.:. dcm'i v ■:. ■ j etc|. ph :js me? 
Fhen PeLer, grseyed, w-.iuld have answered. Lord, you ktniw 
thaT ! figapti you, Hawcvcr, lit is is not whal lie said. 

I ha 1 ijgdZpd 1? can mean, nnr 1 211 1 v the love one V own 
wife:, but als;.- illicit sc:y r is- clear from Xcnophan'fi dJentisni- 
hiliti 1 , 5 , 1 . "enjoy foi>d and wine and lave fagapHnia 1 of 
[HrustiuiWs rather than comrades in arms.” Xenophon, of 
course was a pag-an writer lour centuries before Clrist- ami 
ids use . agepao s i .lsv, nc-. : -.-■ 1 li 1 :X -s , shows tJtiai the Greek 
language did not rule Out s.ieh a meaning. 

The pui'f>ii#e Of [Fui lexical parenthesis is to tlivList our 
minds of any preconceived nations fts ia what Paul had to 
11 cm an rt iylcn ht‘ oould Hot possibly hive meanl :iv :g- 
lln sniFif nr. is l he r>h r , titled from 1 Xc w Test ament and 

especially From Pauline usage. 



View Page 2S 


Chuple* ■' j 


As u ptclinuiu: y s-lep m specify ng the meantas' ot love, 
o’K ■ !i Vi\ cttc John i4:i.T-_ 21, ?. : r. John IS:1U, 14. where 

■ mjCj I- nor formally defined as obedience, is so closety con- 
hcdtfcd s-vi eh it that there seems to be no room for n.nydi:n£ 
dse, E John 2:3-5 supports this, and T John or? says, '"By this 
vrc know i K:ii '*'<■’•■ lo**' ffjgtipomcn ) Ik children of God,, when 

in- love God and keep his cnmjnand.menti." Jl would seem 
therefore LhaL ihe visible characteristic of love is obedience t 
and luve itsdr is :. desire to obev - 5s theie any reason i.o 
suppose that Paul disagreed with John's concept o-i !ove? 

2 ' And i 1 ' T have prophecy and know all (Etc Set re Is an ! 
:-. knowledge, :-|ii'l i E t .1 f: il faith So fdS l<h i .in:-;, iho 
position ...i L’ mtNJ.ii tains, but dp not have love, I am nothing.” 

Again, Paul uses subjunctives present yerit! i! C-uOdi 

■ icm§, nothing ini plied, The sentence does not assert that any- 
one has knowledge and faith without having love. I he con- 
h im. se-iMis to be implied: a person without love, one who 
hnhHually rel'ttieg to- obey the cummandmetits, din s noi. haw 
knowledge and faith. Sorely Pan would ocvci write -a chapter 
to deny ji»;ifiralii>n by i ihli ai son and assert [ustlficaiion by 
pbfdijsnct. Here indeed is I ic key ro rhe paradoxes, I he seem- 
ing Contradictions, that arise from this chapter: love or obedi- 
ence js ,- good work lhaL is inseparably ■ o n netted wit - foil i 
jnd re^cncratioji. ]i, i* ties the i the basis nor the means or 
pacification.} bur ;i fnsih -.si . .: ,dkgcd faith that does not 
.ovtrSonce itself in love or good works as not saving faith. 

!d "An.'. . i i il .ill, give may all my property |to feed the 
pool | . and il I hand over mV body to be burned, and. do nut 
hnvc I- 1 1 does me no giiod." 

instp.ii: of ih-u present genc-raS subjunctive of the previous 
vrnseSj, E';ml here t.ocs the future indicative. At least aJ most llU 
the undstis hii-ve it. thm-lgl : : i n : i >, oufsivfs repeat the snbjunc 
tLve construction. i he verb itself carries the connotation of 
giving away i nee K.J jimcI A- As ri-k.-i r. . feeding the 

ysc i<i-T- RSV has simply. "Ti I give away aU 1 have, 11 Thi* is 
more literal, though the connotaim. nf -r.xid is not preserved. 
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The next ti li case, -.■. i • I verb "‘to :nu ,." .,U,i i^ik-s ',.-. v 
Lual difficulties. Here again, the bcist MSS differ from the 
more numerous. The l.-rtcr have jt.s.s r - , . , r- o , "irt OnieT that 
l may be burned." However. I In;- form knu then omen is ait 
artificially constructed future subjunctive . and there arc no 
future subjunc Lives in Greek- $Ot&e MSti have 
with ■ ;e-'.iCfoa instead ot an omega. It i? future indicative. 
! neao, "in order r .hai L shall burned.' This is 

correct grammar {Lot purpose clauses are both subjunc live 
and j rid io# live j, ito:l .1 mukis good sense. Howcvc'r, the MM 
evidence is poor. The best evidence favors a ■■ »- rl> that has 
nothing to do wild burning; farm "iliou^h I my 

body in order that 1 niav boasl." Although supported by 
F 1 lik Aleplt, A. B, two objections wtueb. f irst, it l-ikj is an 
impossible future subjunctive, Second, the sense is implausi- 
bly Strained, One would have to interpret; though I hand 
ovoi nay body, ftcu in order lo serve Christ or advance the 

Church, but m order to boast of my own prowess. 11 Such 

j motive is of course digit-put able, but it i; too obvk us A 
disreputable i:> I'll the l-iufui-e coitlexi. Paul is not focusing 
hi obviously shameful comf.iei, bul <m ipts that art in them- 
selves praiseworthy: speaking in ihe languages ol angels, 
|n ijpiivsying. Faith, and almsgiving. It wouSd seem Lhvrefoje 
thai hvi t: for once she ahm-isl im,-i whclraairtg agrtjem^ut «>F tM 
best MSS is wrong, 

4 7 "1 civr is Eon^-suffermg, liI'vl is merciful ; it is not 

jtaious, do«S not brjtft, is not arrogant, is not indecent, does 
not seek us own [advamageij r dpes uor throw out .ms, docs 
not reckon up evil, docs not rejoice in injustice, but rejoices 
with | ..iilii- y?| in i ruth: keeps all things c-nnfidejitia], btliev'es 
. things, hopes all things, endu/res ^11 : in >s.“ 

I'luti love :-.nd rjEjalj-ain.’ »:<• ■ ocKirn^vc ru<« •- be siivn : 
ihis list ol love's c iurac toils rii's. I/Ong’Hiiffori.ng and mercy , 
^ftitially Synonymous, is commanded in lievsea i2:-'€,, “liWp 
mercy and ju-dgjmeol'k aJ-io, in Proverbs 3:d, "l.ei nm mercy 
an:1 truth forsake dice. 11 The list contains truth Fa/ihfSf down. 
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Other verses commanding mercy are easily found. If anyone 
insists upon a verse with the word “Long-suffering" in it. 
there art matv that refer to the Ion t»-5iiif feeing of God. With 
reference to mart, the WO) d itself JS found in Mat i.lirw ! S:2G, 
2ft (surely with approbation^ SO also, Hebrew? 6: as, and the 
rvouo (in the present verse, it is a verb) is commanded in 
Hebrew* 6; 3 2, The finding of other verges, as the rn.ut.be- 
irtaucs textbook say. is Left as an exercise for the devout 
a tiden L . 

jealous 1 ,- is prohibited in Proverbs 6:64 (by implieario-n at 
least). Acts 7:9 and 6 7:3,, the noun in Romans 13:13, and 
jum.es 3:H h 16. Bragging or boasting was. forbidden in 4:7 
above] bm also in 1'saltn 4ft:6, Isaiah 10:15, Romans l:B0 
(thsrugh it is a different Greek word}, and James 3:5 arid 

4; MS, 

^lTQjgaiiee arid indecency have already been ira nliorn'd in 3 
(P^intbistns, urad they ate also in other places. 

Greediness^ tantrums, ..and is it not dear that att these are 
forbidden in tin commandments,, and their opposites are pre- 
cisely Lite characteristics of love? IE somehow the teim, love 
carries connotations that seem absent in the divine precepts, 
the reason is that the precepts,, or most of them, Can be 
obeyed externally by a hypocrite, whereas the term love de- 
notes sincerity. Love is the volition— love is not an emotion— 
•;hf volition it, *t l *" i good to os hers, It must be a volition be- 
cause God commands "Thou s5u.Lt love ...” and com minds 
are addressed to the wilL As for emotions, a philosophy pro- 
lessor who wished In write a few par: graphs oh emotion read 
U>uf fairly thick icxiliook-* oit emotion written by four re- 
spected Amcri: an professors of psychology, and rol one of 
them Could tell what an emotion is. 

A few subsidiary points are these. The phrase "rejoices 
with [others?;] m irutb" could be simply "rejoices in the 
truth.’' Htjwcvt: , i lie previous rejoice in "does not rejoice in 
injustice, has an unc-onl pounded verb (chatrei), and then 
tomes the preposition epi t "does not rejoice upon injustice, ’’ 
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However, the sec nod verb is a compound, to rejoice with 
‘.v.-.gr Jwj'rcij. followed by a simple dative, l^hai force to assign 
to the iwy is a matter of guesswork. 

h may be that love rejoices in all mitlt. including nvaihe- 
rnatks and botany: bin more likely. Paul means riu- Gospel. 
Hnmlarly, the four instances of ait that follow must be inter- 
preted with J imitations. Love certainly would not keep all 
things confidential:; it would report cases of rape and murder 
In tin: police. Obviously, love docs not, or should not believe 
all things: slanders, lies, and false doctrine; nor does It hope 
■ill things, as wishing that a young man might die of cancer. 
Acminians who stress the word all in their attack on the 
limited atonement should read these verses, as well us John, 
i 7, and consider whether Armlriianism can be consistent. 

8 "Love never falls down. If there be prophecies, they 
will be abolished. It there he la.ngLi.sgcs, thev shall eea$e, 3f 
knowledge, it will be Abolished. ” 

Tlwre is g*>me difference of opinion on the meaning os' 
this verse, Meyer holds that flic gifts mentioned wjjl pass 
■Sway at the coming pf Christ. This implies that the canon i-s 
i in* closed and that sources other than the Bible should be 
normative for theology- 11 implies r h a r miracles continue, as 
the Romanists claim, And that the contemporary tongues 
movement has apostolic authority. 

The usual Protestant doctrine is that prophecy, miracles,, 
and the gift of speaking in foreign tongues ceased at the end 
of the apostolic age. Second century Christian literature 
seems to be devoid of accounts of these gifts. 

On the other hand, did knowledge ccam:- when the apos- 
tles died 3. Theologians today may' well know more about 
whas the apostles wrote than the apostles themselves; and 
surely we know more than did Justin Martyr [whose writings 
<".im si- us lo wonder whether he was < Christian at all) Besides 
i his, we shall know more in heaven than we do today, How 
rhen can Paul say thaL knowledge will be abolished. Perhaps 
the next verse helps to ftblWer this question. 
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EM0 "few wf know | only | a part and we prophesy 
|- inly] j part, But when the Compklioi'i comes, the partial 
wild be abolished." 

this Verse :s stated as .i reason loi (he preceding .uld. 
their fore explains it. This explanation considerably alters the 
impression derived from the preceding verse taken alone. 
X,i : uf . 1 1 K , s i pk i i ui i »b olish cs pari t.i i i e y . ] lodgi. accc-p I s .is 
probable the interpretation that our future knowledge '.v ill Be 
so ili lie rent from puf present knowledge that, it should be 
called !>y i. different n«mty Howem. lor out who has been 
justified by belief in Christ ..done. it U difficult la believe I hat 
ihe doctrine of juslificStion i>y belief alone will not be be- 
lieved In heaven. El :i is, then Ihis pitrt pf uurprtscnt knowl- 
edge will be idendc^ll lo Lhal part of out future knowledge. t$ 
it not more m keeping with the concept of God truth i lc! 
of Chdsi as wisdom and, logos to say that nur knowledge in 
iieareh will Us like ibe inscription of 1 h-t regular solids iri . i i >. 
sphere m tom pardon with the theorem tliai iwd sides and 
die- included angle make the two i dangles equal? -Cm more 
j'ki'icfd : : u I Sli m ak e d m j liei 1 ru t hs : in t rue ? 

Vi'iuli- .ill i hi-. re i k'iti , ii does. not answer il'w question oi 
llie closing of the t .itMu. and the < cssaiioit nr longues, On Lhis 
poir!t, i: must fie opted chat Iht- verse, us^lf, id ken alone, 
gives jii> indie idiotl wheat prophecy, miracles, and longu.es 
shall cease. The verse does iioi even Say that they will c(>A:re ,le 
lie ssime time. The be$i ct iiltncv that hklojy .. an give is ihat 
Longue* Hid apostles vanished after A,D. ] 00 . 

I here is one -(her phrase, nni so far mentioned; "When 
the completion comes," oi “when thai which it perJYc e 
comes-" This ::‘in-s the quest ion: Completion; of what? it 
could be ttiE com pie [ion of the canon. Miracles and tongues 
were h'.'j the purpose off guallutteeirtg (he diviiir origin of 
apostolic doctriue: l bey ceased when 3 be revelation was 
completed. 

i'Aen the word knoii\i$dg$ is Ij-etCCf uiulkjklM (his way. 
Instead 61 comparing present-day extensive study oi the New 
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Testament with Justin.^ painfully inadequate undorMandi'ng 
r:.f (hr Atonement, ii wquM be better tu take knowledge ,*s 
the apo-siolk process of revealing new knowledge. This was 
coin pic ted and revelation ceased, 

3 1 "U'lifeu I was a little boy, 1 ijilkcd [ike a liitle boy. I 
thought like :.i little boy, 3 iirgued like a little boy. Wb n E 
bee time man, 3 abolished childish things.' 

The Fame difficulty continues Jam I. boys have pci or 
judgment, very little boys cannot count for, argue) correctly, 
and they desire trivialities, Insofar :.s they are mistaken, 
childish attitudes should be abolished as they grow up. How- 
ever, when rhdr child kb thoughts arc true, when they first 
leant I hat two and two are four:; and when their childish 
Htiinidcs m r correct, as when they respect their parents, sure 
these ia be abolished? Respect may be enlarged with a great- 
er understanding of purenraJ responsibility, ind sufiihmetic 
may be completed with calculus, but arc the carder truths— 
Lh<- mnhs, not Lin- mistakes. -to be discarded? How can 
Mover say, "With the advent Of the PaFO.us.Ls the other eburis- 
nuitii too wifely shall cease altogether: not simply that rife 
imperfection of Lhi- wav in which they are exercised eeiases"? 
fi is hard to believe that lids is v#hai FhuI meant. 

If “For now wc sec -in indistinct image through 
| brass | mirror, hut ’.hen face ro fare, Now I know in pari, 
but i hen, 5 shall know as also I was known." 

This is. i si >r i ol espl^nfttiott or illustranon to enforce (he 
thought of the previous three u-rst-c. Our pn:scni knowledge 
ii trtdjiiiiiei, i Aching ill. detail, relatively cor reel only in gen- 
eral outline. However in the conmmtnaiion, wc dijll u^e n<>r 
:j dim image, but a clear face. All (he details will b l- diK’imet. 
So much Is dc.ir: parcia] knowledge will become compittr 
knowledge. 

However, what can Paul mean by the phrase, "but then 3 
shall know .is also T WAS known”? On the surface:, this seems 
to say- that in heaven, human creature-s will know everything 
ihe Ori’-iCoi knows with Lhc same completeness :i(!d ■ l.ifily. 
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Of wufsf. ii i -umwh mean tKm somehow v?c shall have 
achieved -i i l eternal knowledge that -dates back before anr 
hi re |n iu id before; Lhf world began. Even so, il is stupendous <o 
ihink that w£ shall know as much ns God. 

Meyer stresses the acnist, "’I wis known," not l ’l ant 
kBowit,” a* the KJ lias ii. "This cannot mean. 11 he says, “Then 
sh ;i.l L I know -is a ho 1 jui known, i. t;.. as God knows me - ■ - , 
L>u l (obsem: the .tons; as also E vols known, which points 
back to the era of ■ ■ imnion, . , ." 

However, this is far from necessary, "As I was known” 
vo u Eii 3 1 l- uken as the result of Punlh projecting himself into, 
heaven and looking hack .jl all his present life, not just lt> his 
conversion, spectacular though ii was. Further, althoaTi (he 
■. . rh to brum- n i c t [o God's •: h. las.n , m approving a 

man. this chapter is not contrasting our partial choice or 
upprov,il with our later complete approval. The subject mal- 
ic; has hern faith, propheci.es, knowledge of all sorrels, all 
knowledge, and ill I3;l r laitguajjCi ui men and .:ng,ch>- VGtai ii 

Mil! worse 1 ■: c Meyec'i attempt to restrict this knowledge to 
ihc moment pf conversion, as that his summary of the mean- 
ing express just what Ik- set out to deny, namely, that 
man's knowledge becomes as complete as God's, (Tor he says, 
"CuL then ’.-•■ill my knowledge of God E><- so wholly different 
Irotn i merely partial one, as it is now, tliaL. on the contrary, 
it will i m-respand, To the divine knowledge, sn far as- i l once £tl 
my conversion made me its object, namely (opposite of ek 
tnfrpfr?) by complete knowledge of the die ine counsel, with 
l-lc;., which present them selves to me now orily in part." 
Here, the reference to conversion does not avoid due eon- 
d=MSmn thm we shall know the divine counsel and will 
completely, 

Hi "Uni now there remain i,:;[h r hope, low, these three; 
hot the greatest of these is hive," 

How simple these words sccul. ami how ofu.-n repeated 
wi [ h unction, hut it is. not all that simple. The Afrin w fes of the 
I tilth General Synod of Lhe Reformed Presbyterian Church. 
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Evangelical Synod. May 14-2(1, f97l, on page 9$, in discuss- 
j. ng "tongues'' says; 

"E Co i- I 3:8 13 u-aches when rJu- gi • is will end. The L ;i i rs- 
W'tLE have no more purpose when the perfect comes. i he per- 
fect jn described a* mature i Haiti d, seeing deal 1 y, and. 

mutarstandinK fully- This etmnw mean the completion of the 
M l canon by the apostles. The perfect will come when the 

I orti Jesus returns Until out Lord returns. Paul ?ays. ihe 

. i i is, com.poftuy they -tre, will remain-" 

However, ;he study committee who wrote the report are 
mistaken. I his is not what Paul says- IL sn\s some will re- 
main arttl some will riot- In 12.25, Paul lists the gilts us 
apostolic authority and pirdphecy first. lints the Synod re- 
port wish lc m ..tint. i Ln lIl:o God has appointed sonic lo he 
apostles Lrl the tenth, fifteenth, and twentieth centuries; 1 Thii; 
wcnild be good Romanism , but Protestants think otherwise. 
Surely the uposi leship has ceased. Hence, the time of cessa.- 
nun that Paid implies is not the rettim of Christ, hut the 
completion <jl die c anon. Similarly, ihc verst- nself dogs ndi 
say (hat all the gilts arc to remain- It says only that faith, 
hope, and love remain, these threti. and no others are men 
ti&ncd- 

rherc i* uiiolhcr, iliou-gli rcEa Led, difficulty. It centers in 

i he wo at "now." This word may be taken in a since h ce-m- 
pora.l sense or it could introduce the logical conclusion of he 
preceding arguirrentr 

Ii it be taken temporally, a subsidiary difficulty appears, 
1 he "now" could refer to the remaiiidfi of die apostolic age 
•usd tef nothing Inter; or it could refer to chc lime from A.D, 
J (Hi to the return of Clarks, Or. perhaps, it could refer also to 
i ■ i on s a f Ler l h e J udgmen t . 

It can hardly refer to the remainder of the upustoih age 
atone, for then there would be no contrast. between the chap 
ism ,u a that are passing away and the lIitcc ■- silt : i s i. ha i re- 
main. Hence, although it scetns awkward fm Paul :o use the 
wi;nd "now" to designate a time ihat begins only ula-s ids 
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death. Such must he the' means ,g, it "new** is to he nurit-i 
Stood tcmmrally. 

However. LL" “bow” begins al A.D. 100, when ttj&cs ii end? 
Does tL end id Ghfist-s return, w that there would lie no 
f<ii:'h hope, or love in heaven? Or, do these virtues m-. ir. 
heaven ! rever? 1 he preceding verses say (hat some things 
cease about L A X> 100, and therefore Could not remain in 
heaven: prophecies o.nd hm^iages, tor exam pie, Fven know!* 
edge is said to vanish away. Yer. though miraculous languages 
wilt cease r ihis cannot be true of knowledge, for the :e\t says 
plainly that we shtili know as we have been known, Partial 
know led ;u,*. is replaced with such l J' illei knowledge thin the 
former scums like nothing at all. H < n-. ev c r, mod cerl uly the 
heaven ■•! the God who is muh itself cannot he devoid i>i 
knowledge. 

Ei may in: s.iid that fault docs not remain hi heroin. For 
faith ih 1 -si In stghi (II Gt.r. 5:71.; hu. rhis, too, is r .lte same 
colloquial manner of speaking, Do we not continue to believe 
the 1 1 utli iii jwjlificatkfn and limited atonement ih heaven? 
However, wloi mn« be conclusive for most Cbr ist.ans is that 
love indubitably icm.imr in heaven. 

Ch:nlis Wesley, Mho was no t quite so heretical ;i> hh 
more famous hrol , i:,-. erlhcle™ managed to snstii: -ome 
uonhiblical ideas into many Christians' 1 minds, by his very pop 
ular hymn, ‘-Where fi'iith is sweetly lost in sigln. And hope in 
1 1 i Supreme delight. And everlasting love." However, this 
hymn ii In sihik < on l jti tile:: oti to what the verse ilseSI says, 
iOj Pftu] wrote Lhat all these remain. 

Perhaps, tlnm, the word "now” is not temporal; perhaps 
o designates- the logical Conclusion, Of at least a sum maty of 
the chapter’s iitjgu ‘ncr.t, Understanding The "now 1 as a logical 
i ri fcrencc, the iiuerprelatirm would her Rrcan-sf the « ; n> 
mentioned in the earlier verses pass away, Faith, hope, and 
love ire i he miy ones to recn.iin. Of ciiiir.VL:, this is an invalid 
nr ere 1 1 ce because n sietissary premise is missing. Clearly, ..i 
cessation miracles docs riot imply tlnH i.iii.ii e?y love rr- 
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««:. mi*. fhtit :s to say, :he cessation of miracles is not 'lie 
reason why anything remains. The chariE-ma-.a could cease 
and, from a ptmely logic :c point of view, love could tease too, 
Hence no implication is intended, furthermore, the carUci 
verses rclaiiii-;, to the cessation of gifts aie strictly temporal, 
Therefore, the natural in crpreUtlior; would continue tiie t-o- 
thm of rime in this, verst- also- Viirh r has. (cm pood idea one 
r.-'C Fake the verse, not as a conclusion, but simply v- an 
additional item of information, andean paraphrase it as: tbit 
n-.-tv as a matter t?J fact, [Ilcsl' three remain, 

Finally, 1 the essence of love is obedience, its temporal 
nontir uancc in heaven is supported by [he. I, end's Prayer, i'hy 
will -jc done on earth, as :i always has been arc. always will 
be done in heaven. 

Note: fnc number of rimes a word occurs m the New 
Testament- ld2 instances of agapao — has been taken frpm a 
ronCoroance based on toe Teams Reteptus, 
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1-25 Summary: Earnestly seek spiritual gifts, especially 
prophecy. Prophecy -edifies the Church because it is intclli 
gible. Tongues, unless Lhr message is translated into Greek, 
are not understood and therefore do not edify, Edification is 
of major concern. Five intelligible words are of more value 
i ha M ten thousand in a foreign Language- Therefore prophecy 
is superior 10 tongues. 

1 “Pursue love, bin seek spiritual gifts, but rather llaal 
you prophesy.” 

Since love is the grc&iesr of $1! "hes, rht- Apostle requires 
the Corinthians to pursue it'; At the same time, and in no 
c l.i n fl ee t with bve P they are to seek spiritual gilts, and of 
these spiritual /jilts, prophecy is especially important. Since 
the nestt verse introduces the idea oF foreign languages, it is 
worth noting that Acts l9r$ suggests a comnten concurrence 
oi prophecy anti Languages, Jl may be ptiazhng why the Holy 
Spirit s,o Frequently gave these two gifts to newly converted 
Christians, but i hi; conjunction of the two is natural. The 
Conjunction of prophecy anti speaking in tongues is a natural 
combination ii! least to the extent that both give verbal ex- 
pression Jo the Gospel. I here i* riot u perfect COTtCOrrlirlcc. 

howi-vi-T, hcc!Hi» speaking a langitage is not always a case of 
Speciul revelation, as prophecy by definition is, Nor does this 
clearly answer why the Spirit gave the gift of tongues So 
frequently -so frequently to the Corinthians and not to she 
Galatians and Ephesians, 

2 J ‘J-'i.iT he who speaks a language does not talk to men, 
but to God, an< i no erne hears, but. he speak* secret* by the 
Spirit, 1 ' 

II is perhaps appropriate here to refer hack to 12:10, 
and i!bj, where tongues were mentioned. These 
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longues were not described in the earlier chapter- The com- 
mentary on the tatter verse shewed that the tongues were 
:u i i.i.i! huimui languages like Larin. Aramaic, or Persian. 'Itic 
text identified them as the languages of men. The word gloss# 
can mean a tongue of land or a leathern thong, or the organ 
in one's mouth; but it is very difficult, if nc.it impossible, to 
find an instance in Greek where it means gibberish, ll often 
refers to talkativeness anti useless garrulity, but even so the 
words sme those of natural languages- The account of PetUe^ 
cost in Acts clearly describes what the apostles spoke; Paul 
here presupposes that everyone knows vvhat he is talking 
about; therefore the description in Acts should govern the 
exegesis of i Corinthians, and the latter should not alter the 
former. 

rheaugh this seems to be- a compelling reason for identify- 
ing the Tongues of this chapter as actual foreign languages, 
many commentators refuse to agree. Consider the following 
dews, quoted in their chronological ordcF: 

Joseph Agat Kcci , in SSK2 fCommtiit#ry, pp. i&9-2fi0). 

wroEC "■] h.u ic was not a miraculous facitliv of s| x'akinj; oilc 
dr more foreign languages is made absolutely certain by 
Paul’s taking for grunted (I Cor, 14:2-5, 13, 39, 28) when 
comparing rhe gifts cd prophecy aod of tongues . , - that 
isp, : iTt from interpretation the gift of tongues is of no use 
whatever to any but the speaker. , - . That the mind [v. 14} 
had no part in the utterance and that i he speaker was some- 
times Unable (w. 13, 28} to interpret lo others bis own 
words, implies that, unless he had also the gift of interpret, i 
cion, he did not himself understand them. 1 * 

Conv bears and How so it in the if famous fhe Lift' ana 
hpistict cf St, Paul (Charles Scribners Sons, LS87; pp, i£5‘ 
■t27) argue: 'it was not jl oF foreign languages - - - 

[because it was not] exercised for the conversion of foreign 
nations, ] ...this gift was the result of a sudden influx of 


1. Why could. Ie 71* e luwfbtfa t k-t, u-Ud^r, -tw n ii i( w-f-rr nov uni Lti evan- 
M,.w *, kntnwltdflc oF Ur--?uaK«J- nbw** ic iwcd Co ujVtKlk -*is? 
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:vu pcm mural inspiration .J;.;. under its influence ihc exercise 
of the understanding was suspended., while the spirit wan mpL 
into a. state of ecstaey. , - - In this ecstatic trance il\c believer 
was constrained lay tic irresistible power , . , the words which 
issued from his mouth wire not his own; lie was even ( usual- 
ly j Ignorant of their meaning;, they were the words of some 
foreign language, artd rtot im-dli^ibte lo the bystanders, ..." 
^ote that Conybtant and Howson acknowledge tliaL the 
words were the words of an actual foreign language: but be- 
low reasons will lie given for rejecting several other of their 
assertions. 

H, L, G out! pc [Th? First Epistlv to the Co n'nihta jw K 19{?3, 
p. 135) gives the frvingites as evidence that the Corinthians 
spoke gibberish, and osi she next page even suggests Lhai 
l\?[er m has ako spoke gibbet bli and did mm preach the 
Go:?]*]. 

Leon \] orris {Commentary, hi foe., 1558) argues: '".Vo 
-jtfljj underStAndeih hitrt makes it plain that the grit spoken of 
here is different Irom that in Acts ii, where all men under- 
stood/' This ttgupcm is poor because Acts 2;&, 13 indicate 
that while the Cretans and Arabians understood, the Pales tin 
iln Jews did not, and charged the disciples with drunkenness. 

Frank buigg (Gloswlelia. with Hinson et al., 39f>7. p. 343 'i 
says. "“V iiinieiligiblo. The 1 Congfues’ at Girinth were not 
kuiguagvs hkc Aramaic, Greek. pi Laura, They w«f unotoi 
phenomena brought on under the excitement of religious, 
expc-iifiuv." For CvidfifttHV lie riles 14:8. U, 19, 20. mid lie 
comiciuts, "St i$ nor defensible to identify tPse- ’tong Lies' at 
Cuii nth wit h what Lulx describes .« PteJitcoost.” 

The present verse is u reason For the preceding verse. The 
Corinthians are commanded to prefer prophecy to languages 
iffffHHC the latter are of little or no use in the church. Such 
had not always been the case. At Pentecost, Lhe Apostles 
spoke in foreign tongues and the- crowds understood. flow- 
ever, in Corinth, everybody Spoke Greek und no Ortc under- 
stood the languages of the Elamites and Lhe dwellers in 
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Mesopotamia- Thus, in Corinth, the language; were :mctb- 

giblc only n> God, and no one in the congregation heard, ,:i 
ocher words, understood. Why the Spirit continued ?o give 
the gift. of tongues, when ihc situation at Pentecost no lunga 
obtained am hardly be answered. Paul, himself, seem* jhlk- 
xled* and, w hile admitting the fact, uses Lbc chapter to warn 
against ehtCsSei. 

The Lst phrase of Lite verse, "he .speaks mysteries by the 
Spirit/' is difficult. Fatstllclisni wjih the phtasr, "he sj teaks ;•■ 
it .1" would seem m require "he speaks mysteries h» spiii 
j^ncwiiwri, dative without a proposition, as ./red before). 
However, if contrasted with filed, ii would mean, he speaks 
mysteries u> iris own spirit, S<> indeed Meyer takes «, a$»um- 

contrary to Scripture that spin t indicates some i acuity 
Siipi-rioi to understanding (superior both L.i piuchi r and U< 

ittltif). 

! o say ih;u the person speaks to the Holy Spirit stem? to 
in a ii. dc and useless repetition of the first clause. Hence the 
best interpretation is to break the parallel of da tives arid say 
that he Speaks secrets by the power of the Holy Spirit, even 
though no one understands what he says, 

A.< h.is been made ■. ivai several times in the previous . hap- 
Ec r:-_ mysteries arc divinely revealed propositions. Hence they 

■ i nouL be nonsense; l hey must be in tcjljgj hie; and if am one 
speaks them, he must use intelligible language. However, the 

■ .i 1. 1 that the : i i . ill was speaking secret-, or mysteries docs- not 
!■: itself prove that he was prophesying, J'hc turn verses show 
that w hile prophecy and speaking in languages c.lu coincide, 
they did mu always <l« so. When the Corinthian Christian 
Spoke a mystery, he was nm necessarily or even usually the 
ii-s'Si to receive, know, and publish tha; secret. Thai is. t,0 say, 
he mio have been expounding some part of the gospel pre- 
viously revealed. As will be seen. some speaking in tcmgudS 
was prayer: und it would he most extraordinary if j pr.n i j 
were a new rcyd-ationai disc Insure. Ag&bus in Acts 21 : i I 
prophesied -he told something no one kneiv before; bm it is 
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possible that the preaching of the apostles, even on she rfav of 
Pentecost when they i])okf in longues, was not prophesying, 

Paul, therefore, jo these iwo verses expresses a pieieicr.ec 
for prophecy. Even when a disclosure ti a forei-:i lanpt^f 
happens to be a prophecy, plain prophecy, or even ordinary 
preaching, is superior to tongues because the .l,nigu.ag.e is 
understandable to those present* as llte next verse says. 

3-4 “But he who prophesies speuki. to men edification, 
comfor:, And encouriigem^nt. tic who speaks m a language 
edifies himfelf. But the prophet edifies die church,” 

The AV'Ur Bit If Comntefttipy,' Revised by Guthrie, and 
others (l-ierdmani?, l97tS), on ]2:l0?ays, “Various kinds of 

tongues {efi 14:1 ff.): i.c, ecstatic speech in languages vsus'- 
I’, unknown ( i ti9, i f, Acts Stb'l apart from thv gift of intvr- 
pm. it ion ill: l3)A 5 On 14:4, Guthrie says, “He is edified, not 
indeed in his understanding {cl- v. 14), hut by what has been 
called 'rhi- glmv of ihc soul associated with the exercise of 
the gift h ( ef. Acts 1 3).” 

These words seem to a trice shut the Words cd the tongues 
were the wards of ordinary human languages, unknown to the 
speaker unless God gave him the translation. What the author 
mi-»m by ecstatic is hard to say, I he means thai the speaker 
speaks without set heomr ul, for the dictionary defines it as 
beyond oil reason' arid self-control, the author contradicts the 
implication of PatiPs Command in I4;2£, The author says also 
that rhe speaker is not edified in hi:-- understanding. This state- 
ment cuius: he rejected. Paul gite-Sihe reason why those present 
wcur not edit Led: ihc\ were not edified because they did not 
understand what the man w.ts saying. they did not grasp the 
intelligible meaning. However, if ihc man. himself, was edified, 
,ss Paul says he was. then Lie must have understood; for if lie 
could he cdiiied v, ithtmt understanding, st> could the others. 
This point becomes i h-.^er still ,ls we proceed. It applies even 
more to Lhc m dern ?cniccr>$ta lists, than to Guthrie; for if 
gibberish could cdif\ ihe speaker, it could also edify the 
churchy arid no i r -nvl;mon would he needed. 
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5 "I want alt of you to speak in languages, but mere 
:haL you sltould prophesy. The prophet is greater [nan he 
who speaks in languages, mules? he translates so ih*i the 
church may receive edification. r ' 

The absolute statement; "I want ah of you to speak in 
languages,." rather exaggerates Paul's meaning,. The transla- 
tion is literal enough, but the context supplies some modi 
iEf : . Iii the earlier chapter, verses 10 and 30 show chat n was 
not God’s will that dll should speak in tongues. The gi:fi was 
given to some only. Thus Paul's meaning could be expressed 
ns, 1 would like you all to speak ill tongues, God willing. Or. 
moare dearly, and in conformity with 14:$<J below . Paul 

ftleaikre fa possible translation of theta} in all who speak m 
tongues, and in general wishes that every Corinthian should 
have as many gifts its possible, knowing full well that no one 
in any congregation could have ail. 

Paul states his approval of speaking in languages because 
he does not wish to be misunderstood, languages are a good 
gift, but there is something better. Understandable prophecy 
is better than unknown languages. At leas: the- prophet js the 
Superior unless the Speaker in foreign languages translates 
what he has said, 

T he procedure of having another person Iran slate seems 
to be based on the assumption ihx? the speaker in languages 
does jiot understand what he is saying. This might be the case 
in some instances, as 3.4=28 rather clearly implies; but the 
present verse shows that usually (he speaker, himself, is lo 
translate his own message. It (he message edifies the speaker, 
even i! it doc-s not edify Ehe church, the speaker must have 
understood it, All of (his proves that (he message is not gib- 
herish; the word} have an irate McctvifVl contyciL 

Excursus on Pen tecostal ism 

The Full Gnspc ] Httsiilfis Meat’s Voice ol September 1971 
carrier rirj yi licit ' ' New life is permeating the Chuich today 
after four vc-ars of Gtiulf Revolution, rhe Carhnlir th-ntc- 
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t Mrjvciiv. nl in Retrospect . " Alter brifdly rei<i i mg ;o 
Rentccostalist si;tees$es among Protestant denominations., the 
arricle says, ’*2 rt the light of Scripture l here fore one should 
not have been surprised when, in The spring of ]9&6 a (l&tse 
was kindled at Duqticsnc L-’n tv-errity in Pittsburg,, Pa., and the 
baptism in the Holy -Spirit began lo sweep Campus after cam- 
pus of the Catholic universities,. and to involve the priests, 
nuns, and laymen of that faith," Noire Dame is then men- 
tioned, und the periodical carries some well composed color 
pictures of ihai campus, two of which are the same stone 
statue of Christ. 

The article is mainly a good news amide, and doctrine is 
almost totally absent, it mentions other news media that 
identified the leadership of the movement as "priests, nuns, 
rejigfeus, and deeply dedicated laymen," Tht .Vew Yvrk 
Times is quoted, "'PcntcCDStalism that has generally been 
identified with Protestant Christianity is rapidly becoming an 
important new force among; Roman Catholics, 1 ’ 

The next article Jti the same issue is- a, personal testimony 
by a Catholic student, James J. Cavnar. tie claims to have 
received special, verbal revelations from Christ; "tile Lord 
had told u.s in prophecy that news was going to come that 
would change the direction of our bves. . . . Then the Lord 
ial monished us in a prophecy, 'What would you tike to know 
about me and about your lives and about the world in which 
you live and about your future; 1 I will tell you, . , ,' ,r These 
list words, as quoted, an: printed in qutatatioti marks as a 
direct verbal statement of Christ to -Mr- Cavil ar. 

Hie third article is a s-omewhal similar personal l till- 
morn- The fourth, also a personal testimony by a Roman 
Catholic, contains die information Lhat when the person be- 
gan us speak in tongues, he "did not know the meaning" of 
the words be pronounced (p 21), He also relates hi* visit Lo a 
girl dying of cancer of the spine: “Wc prayed, the Lord 
1 tea ted IlCi- ami she was baptized u ifbij'i two wivlcs," 

1 he fed lowing arlsek "The Sppfcant: Story," is esseiiLia.il y 
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the \\-'rk >■! Pentecost. bjist pallor as told Lo the rcpur : .--i 

who wrote it up. Jl is not authored by a Roman Catholic as 
the others were. The article characterizes ihc Roman Cat In iii> 
:!.\ei >pmeim » “TJir m.ove toward unity in ihe Spirit." 
loiter i l says. "There has been no attempt Lo proselyte in 
cither direction, but rather ,i remarkably blending/ 1 

The m»XL article: reports three other verbal, spec i.il revela- 
tions from the Lord, identified as ‘’prophecy." fhe Hnal 
article is .i sMtemtm by Edward 1.3. O’Connor, C-S.C., mem- 
ber of the Theological Department a! the University of Not re 
Lktiit«., Its wording is rather general than specific, hut ns com- 
mendatory tone is clearly discernible. 

The content* of this, issue of Vote* have been reproduced 
as ;dtitC length for the purpose o! showing hqw the Pente- 
eos talma regard themselves in their retailors* with Roman 
Catholics. Jin- editor* of course, chose and publisher! the 
testimonies of the Romani Catholics.. ant, the other article is 
stihsi an dally the thoughts aiul words os iPtntpcwwIisi min- 
ister, also chosen and thereby approved by the editor. 

Severn! things immediately strike any reader who is not 
.asleep- first, the longues experience is tremendously imp*n 

Lant. It it is nm m,LC to jrtv that nothing r i-a- m.urers, i: 
nonetheless seem-, true to say that nothing else matter very 
much. Speaking in tongue > rs the chief mark o! a dedicated 
Christian. I be clear implication is that tin: worship of rlic- 
virgin Mary is unobjectionable, if one speak s in tongues. 
There is little point in jutlificaikm by faith alone, one can 
accept merit from the treasury of the Saints, transubstami.i- 
tiou Can be acknowledged; if onlv one speaks in. tongues. Still 
more fuiidamcrtuk one can place tradition on a level wirh 
Scrip turp and evyn ass-i-a new revelations riant God, if only 
oiti splash; in tongues. The Pentecost ali si minis ter, itnU' v ■ 
mi id, “There has bemi no at tempt to pri>Sfilyre." In other 
words-, Romanism is acceptable, if only one speaks ;:i 
longues, 

Ihc VVesi minttej Confession, the greatest summary of 
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iiibJkitl doc trine anil Rcfanrfaliatt theology* says, "There i* 
ni". other head ol the church but the Lend Jesus Christ; not 
can (he Pope of Rome in any sense l>c the head thereof, but 
is i li u muidirist, ib.u mmi of sln T and son of perdition, that 
cjtalteth kimfcli in the church against Christ, and :■ IE that U 
called God/' 

Edward D, O 'Connor , whose article in the V&ke wus so 
brief, has more !□ sjy in Ttu- Pentecost 4 1 Ifoucnjcnf jn the 
Catholic Church fNoiire llame, Ave Maria fress, J 97 1 ). "Al- 
though they derive from Protestant backgrounds, the Pente- 
costal churches are not typically Protesuint. . . , Catholics 
who have accepted Penieco.jml spirituality haw Fount L it to 
be fully in harmony with their traditional faith and life, They 
experience it, not as .fi borrowing from art alien r digit m, (hit 
as ,i Connatural development of their own” (pu. 23 , 26 ), Pen 
Lecosi in the CathoUc Chunk , by rite.- same author, states. 
■■Seme people have been brevught u* a frequent use oi the 
s.«- itrncni of Penance through the experience of baptism in 
iht Spirit. Others have discovered .t place for devotion to 
Mary in ihdr litt-s, whereas ptcHously they had been indiffet- 
e:ii t>r <;\en antipathetic towards lift, One of the most strik- 
ing elicits of the Holy Spirits action has been to stii up 
devotion to the Real Presence in the Eucharist ** (pp. 14. 1,5), 

Thus the Benedictine sobolai reports that PenteLOstalism 
sum nl.it es Penance, Marioiatry, and the Mass, Note that all 
these are instances ot “jxisti Heart Ion ’ 1 by Works, Especially 
OOlt liial they ail, and partsctdiU k i he Mass, imply the inadc- 
qi!,-.. y ..! Christ's sacrifice ort the cross: v.v rmisl do some- 
thing further in order (if cam sufficient merit, 

rhw the nominally Protestant Pcntecostalssts are so 
fovorabh, dk-jrosed toward Romanism is noi altogether sur- 
prising, '! i icy .ire Annirnians, Amiinius was the first (the Ana- 
baptists car: hardly be classed with the Reformers) to take * 
step. :j rather hprge Step, away from Protestantism. It wAs he 
ifl ins opposition who en umcr A ted the five poiiUS of G&tvin- 
ism., flic consequent HVsIcyanism introduced inslailHl^is. 
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■unless perfection. These ideas Were soon exported to Ameri- 
ca. For mow of the history .md especially for a thorough 
biblical flrtidy-fiis ol these developments, everyone- should read 
.i ■■ much as he can of B. li. Warfield's two thick, volumes on 
Perfect r'ortisirr Out of this holiness movement. Fenteobsiabsm 
arose. I he replacement of free grace by free will \§ ipso facto 
,i theory ,>1 Sitlv.'i c ;< j i i be work* and human merit, Hence the 
alliiiily between Pentecostalisiit and Romanism is not too 
surprising. 

Since the commentary on thU chapter refutes Feme- 
i (li'-r.iiKni at every verse', ibis cxcureus ran w-dL ono i most of 
"he theology and cone hide with some actual events, conduct, 
arid experience. Surely their String emphasis on experience 
PL- miis (he exam I nation of their procedures, OF course, one 
Penteeostalisl assembly differs from another, and from itself 
at several times. An exammation therefore can, only cummer- 
ale instances, as personal testimonies do. Only two will be 
given . Mo doubt two is :m insufficient sample, bui usher 
sampling is Left so other observers. 

Some of the modern Pen.iecostalkts, after a person has 
spoken gibberish-, have an interpreter “translate " the message 
lot the congregation. The frtoiiem Tongu-rt .\lotn?wi <**n by 
Robert G. Gromacki (Frv.*by tcrfoiri and Reformed Pub. Co.) 
has the Followinn footnote on page LI 4: “W.tlvoord tells o I a 
young seminarian who memorized one of the Psalms in 

Hebrew. ,\= a tongues meeting, he stood to hi? feet and pre- 
tendtrd tci- be speaking in Longues as Sic recited the Py*din, 
After he hrud finkhed, (be mrerpreu:; woefully foiled in tutns- 
I uiing what had been spoken." 

The present writer has a Friend, a seminary professor, 
who did the same thing in Greek, Then, an interpreter Arose 
imd translated, but the translation was the veriest Fen.ur- 
cost.ilist propaganda and had no verbal correspondence to the 
New Testament words quoted. 

How ii person who claiin^ to be tilled with the Holy Spirit 
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i ;ti bldulge in such chicanery would make in in If resting psy- 
chological tfaiiiitl: problem. 

6 "'Bui now, brethren, d i i wne to you speaking in 
languages, wJtai benrfsi 5bi.ll L be to you unless J speak ia 
you in a revelation* of in knowledge. 01 in prophecy, or in 
Leaching?*' 

because of a difficult verse furth^ on, which some peo- 
ple try to absolutize withum ennsici'tiration of these verses 
lii.ti precede ic, everyone should note bow l s a,ul stresses intel- 
ligibility, ("hi -, verse end the nesti-.seveiaJ place gr'-;t: emphasis 
on intellectual coTuprcheo sio n . Edification depends tm undcr- 
sLanding. Paul could punier no benefit at n II on the Corin' 
[Ilians if he spoke in Chinese, let .done gibberish. To edify, 
Paul mu*: give them a revelation, some knowledge, some 
in-s ruction. G" ■> ts the God of truth and wisdom, lie does 
urst bless, nonsense. What the people needed then, wtuti they 
had needed centuries before, and what people need today is 
an iuteSliijible, verbal commun.sca.linn. of truth knowledge, 
ie hum: .a ion. doctrine, as in Genesis la aild Jeremitih I ; U o, 

9 , 

This is a point mac tent ion rd which brought the Re- 
formed Presbyterian report into contusion. Its authors wrote, 
"Both Paul and modern: Longues speakers say that the i^if L 
docs not involve the mirtd (1 3; I f}, This brings an additional 
problem; if the nature ol tongues docs not invoice the mind* 
how can the cjiti Tulfikl itx hi net Lou of edifying the individuals 
fheii- .ire no rational answers to ibis problem because we 
don ‘ 1 fully know :is we jue fully known,. Perhaps We c«lu draw 
-u. exam pie of this nomcnn clii edifying from our own expon- 
ent e of Christian l< llowsbip. Why arc sec no! even tempted to 
stay home and listen to the eery best preacher We Can tend on 
the ratlio? Isn't it because wc .in- edified by ihc physical 
presence of oLhcr bcli'evcu?* 1 (Minnies, t371,|f r 95}. 

ibis quoted passage is incredible. Consider these points, 
i 1 ) I 1 h doubtless true ih,\| modem PcitlCeoStahstS deny the 
involvement of the mind in toiiyucs phenoitirna, However, 


CfWpltT i-i 


229 


Paul did not. If it were not Tot the single verse 14:14. no one 
would ever have thought $ 0 - fnin 14: M3, Fisul enn^bsshcs 
under Standing; and presumably the apostles in Acts 2:4, ti. 8, 
1 1 understood what they were saying- "Presumably” because 

the 1 ex c (JtfE not explicitly say that James and John under- 
stood whit they were preaching. Neither does It say that they 
did not understand. To suppose that 'hey did not. deprives 
the a| jostles oE a deliberate intention to preach the Gospel and 
1 educes, ihe miracle to the level of magic. Therefore, that (He 
Sftc..ikr-r r himself, .. ould translate the Persian language into 
Grt'rk i^ almost indisputable evidence that the mind was 

involved, 

<2) If thr mind were not involved* there would be. as the 
Report says, iru- problem of explaining bow nonsense could 
be edifying to the speaker. The Report acknowledges that 
there is- no rational Solution to this problem. Such an impasse 
should have warned the writers to retrace their steps md sec 
what mistake they bad. made to get into such a jam. They 
then should have discovered that their erroneous idea was 
that nonsense could edify. This is what Paul explicitly says is 
impossible. However, Instead! of correcting Their misstep and 
returning Lo Paul's assertion, they propose, since there is no 
iatkmat solution, an irrational one. 

(3) Even apart from Paul's assertion that gibberish can- 
not edify, this imaginative solution is nor a solution. There 
are two reasons- fa) In the churches wc attend, the people do 
not spout nonsense syllables, and hence our congregations do 
not furnish the example required, (b) Some people are in- 
deed tempted ro stay home and listen to the radio preacher. 
This may be because of inf-incs*., ™ physical infirmity, or also 
because the famous preacher is more understandable and edi- 
fying ibu:i ihc local pastor. In this last case, the additional 
edification resulting from attendance :$ not thought to be 
sufficient to mike up the difference, (c) Then finally, ihc 
physical presence of other believers never edifies. If mere 
physical presence coo id edify, we would be edified merely by 
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sitting n ex t to a Ctvri^t i^Ji on a bus even when we dill not 
know that the man was a Chnsiitrir If we knew he was a 
Christian, the mind would be involved, and ibis is what vhr 
Report wat concerned to deny. Furthermore, it H ooe clear 
that the known members of (he congregation edify us very 
much at aJL unless they somehow instruct us. Physical pres- 
ence of known Christians may edify us a minimal amount by 
informing us that they have persevered in graces though even 
this may be an incorrect inference from their physical pres 
L-neCi A large number of people present may inform ys chai 
our efforts to boild up Lilt’ congregation have had some ef- 
fect; and ibis w. encourage us. However, l rather supple we 
attend church instead of sitting at home, not in order to ire 
edified by the congregation, btu because God so commands 
an to worship Him and because we arc endeavoring to sup- 
jm«! rise pastor in publishing the Gwp 1 in ihecorniiiuilily. \\V' 
mas indtt .1 Lc edified by talking to our fellow incmbtrs afiet 
theserttcc, but anything more titan a minimal a mount of 
edifkatiou requires: a more extensive divine revelation. Thai 
is ’■-■ by jiasLoi s must prea. h. 

I -9 "Similarly inanimate objects giving off a sound, 
either a flute Or a cithara,. if it does not give a distinction in 
tones, how cari what is piped or what is harped be known ? 
For also if the trumpet gives an unclear sound, who w-ilE 
prepare for war? So you also through the longues. Unless you 
give -i recognizable message, bow shall whal is spoken be 
known? For you will be speaking into the air." 

Could Paul have made it any plainer that nonsense does 
not edify? If a bugle is so badly blown that (he soldiers cannot 
tell whether it is reveille, taps, or chow, what good is (he bugle? 
There must be a ,l rtCogniJtabf« message,” "'an intelligible 
discourse, " a logon. Only stack c&n edify. However, 

since the speaker, himself, is edified (I4:4j|, it follows that his 
mind was involved and that he understood what he said. 

H> "There are doubtless So many species of sounds 
[pk^nfin), and none is soundless {aphdnon }."' 
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This is an ovcrliicial translation given to shrew ihe two 
ijLsliiiH'eS of cite word for sound. The verse eon Id mean, 
though ii le improbable, that all Sounds, bugle, thunder, the 
screech of machinery, have u meaning* However, the word 
■ ■ .■ ;j ,'cfj'j ■ ■.•■ :re<pi."ii fy used of no i vs peak nig idols, tu Aces 
it is useil of the lamb that before the shearer is dumb, 
U Peter 2: 1C describes Balaam's dumb as$ speaking in a hu- 
nt mi languagt {phi tni’f, Compare II Peter ! : I 7 US, Llic pi ca- 
ll til verse, there fore, must be understood to say Thai no lan- 
guage lacks the CESculial characteristic of language, namely, 
tiu^lligabtliii , from hio;li it -igain follows that the “tongues , 11 
L-.'tn though Paul uses the term glosso, are phvviQt, and she re- 
fine intelligible. 

! i “Accordingly if I do not know the power ol the 
sound, I shul I lie ,» barbarian to the speaker anti ihe speaker ,s 
barbarian for me. “ 

Again, t K 5 s. is mi overliwrol translation, i he '‘power” of 
speech is intelligibility; and if Paul does not know the lan- 
guage in which someone speaks to him . ihc two persons will 
be barbarians i<> each, other. The meaning of the verse is tp'o 
c l - 1 1 Ui need a comilentfljy; hut whal needs to be empha- 
sised in a Lime when Pcji&ccoslalisni is popular is the great 
emphiisis Paul places on unders tending the intellectual con- 
tent of an intelligible language. All this context must he kept 
in mind in order not to be mUled by 4 difficult phrase three 
verses below. 

12 "ho ; 1 1 so you, since you are zealous foi spirits, «ek 
the edification of ihc Church in order ro abound-" 

The lirsl phrase of ihe verse applies the principles of the 
previous verses to theCorimhians, themselves. With the refer- 
L'hee to edification, Paul's emphasis on intelligibility becomes 
■dmosi tvdious, -Hid Ihc present commentator's altogether so. 
TltC Coxirtthiuns are zealous for spjrits. J he word is not ""spir- 
itual gifts" ipnettmalik&n b hui “spirits" {wwamfl-ti-'f}. 
Hodge, trying to make ii refer 10 gifts, assimilates it to 
phrases Such as, the spirits of the prophets, ,nid ihc seven 
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spirits of God. J Jit; same Idea o! gifts is obliquely suggested 
by Galatians 3" 1 7 ; "the spirit Juste th against Lhe flesh,” This 
would justify the interpret aikm ihat the spirits 1 ' the Corin- 
thians sought were ill eh own hum& minds more fully- em- 
powered, by the Holy Spirit. Meyer, on the other hand, finds 
$ derogatory reference to many spirits as opposed to the Q(K 
Spirit who gives divine gifts,. This seems strained. Hodge’s 
meaning make* good sCAit; and whatever awkwardness there 
is in ihe word sptrits-, his reference co l 2; 7 and his interpret*' 

lion of the present word ,is "manifestations o-f the Spirit “ 
about the best that can be done. 

The last half Of chr verse can be taken in two slightly 
different ways. One may put ihe emphasis on edification or 
on abounding, Wind purpose dots Paul recommend u* the 
Corinthians? He might mean; Seek in order Lo abound for the 
edification of the Church, As Hodge says, "The end or object 
to be soughi is not ih,ii they might excel - - . the ultimate 
object [is] ihe edification of the Church,’' It is true that 
edification is an object or even the essential idea to Paul’s 
argument. \ et lh.c actual wording of the verse pots the 
emphasis on excel or abound. "In order to abound,." the 
purpose clause, stands last und is therefore emphatic- '^diB- 
Cation" is buried in the middle of the sentence; and it i-s not 
part of the stated purpose. Consider this possibility; the vetTsc 
has begun the concluding application lo the Corinth tarn, 
iherTtselves, Instead of general principles only, even such 
import;! ill principles as intelligibility and edification, lire pei 
sonal opinions of the Corinthians, themselves, are now 
brought into focus. They were desirous of gifts because the 
Hitts could them something n> brag 3 boi,Li. Gifts showed 
excellence, Tun I now descends Lo their Level. Very well- he 
says, you warn 10 a«l, if not co brag obnoxiously about 
your own superiority; at least ycjii waul to abound and enjoy 
God \ Javor. The motive is u good motive. Indeed, I tell you. 
Seek to abound, However, lire way to ,d>ound is connected 
wtl3t i he edifjeaiiort of the Church. Hence with the edi fk ;V 
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linn ul the Church in view, of course you should seek lo 
abound, 

1 3’ 14 ' "Therefore he who speaks hi a language, Set him 
pray in order to nan date. For if I pray in a language, my 
spirit prays, hut my mind is unfruitful.” 

Hcie begin some difficulties, so that one mi&l proceed 
carefully. One way of inking 1 4; 13 is: Let him who speak* in 
tongues about justification or the atonement pray (hat God 
may next give him the ability to translate what he rust said. 
That is, in addition 10 the message in tongues, the speaker 
must ask God for the meaning. This makes lIic prayer and the 
message different. The content of the prayer doer; not include 
(hr nKssj,ge of the atonement;, the prayer is simply a petition 
for the ability to translate. Such an interpretation assumes 
Liiul the petsurT who had prearhed the Gospel if] a foreign 
tongue might not have understood what he hud been saying. 

One cannot affirm Thai this, is impossible, but it is highly 
improbable. Above (14:5), it wus assumed that the speaker 
>hou1d as a matter of principle translate his message, -Nor 
docs 12:30 mean ilia; the speaker ordinarily does not muter- 
st nmd and needs another person with a different gift. When it 
says, all do not speak with longues and all do not interpret, it 
docs not preclude the possibility that all who speak in 
longues also interpret. It says merely that some do neither. 
Hentc 14; 13 certainly docs no! have lo mean Lhal the speak- 
er should pray for the additional gift of translation. 

A better way in lain- the verse is to suppose the following 
background. The man has no>l given a message cm the atone* 
mem. Hr has not petitioned God for liie ability lo translate 
it. What he did was 10 praise God in prayer, adore his 
toCONOTI unicable attributes, confess his sens, and praise Him 
for His grace- Mow, why should he thus pray in a foreign 
language? The only reason Liiat juslifies ^uch a prayer in the 
congregation is its .Subsequent translation. He makes the 
prayer for the purpose of translating it. “In order to trims- 
late" ft ;i purpose clause. It is not the content of it petition. 
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I his view cL-m-k run imply that all tpeakirig in tongues was. 
prayer and none was preaching s! Gospel. 1 1 docs imply, 
however, that m t"I-r>rLn tli nnjfh of such speaking wn prayer 
and little, if an) . was preaching lo unbelievers. Nothing in the 
S’cw Testament contradicts this juppusttiuEi. 

Further, it fits m better with the repetition of the verb tu 
pray- in the item verjes. Verse 14 is a reason for verse 1$, (hie 
should pray for the purpose of translating the prayer “fce- 
can jptf iF 1 pray in a : unique, my spirit prays. ..." Hence the 
verb pray mast refer to the same prayer in both verges, ft is a 
prayer ..:> f adoration, not a petition for the ability to translate . 
riert: now is [lie plituae 1 1 till PeilLf:ticj»taiists use Lo tUai iHairl 

that gjys.'ioiatiii ate gibberish. "li I pray in. a tongue, my 
spiriiL prays, but my mind is unfruitful . ” Nat only tlo Pente 
costa If- use Ellis verse, bur rhr Reformed Fresh y re rian commit- 
tee interpreted the words as, “the gift does not involve the 
mi ltd. " Hov.rvtj, toe verse does not -sny this, at aiJ- It would 
he strauge, paradoxical, i r. redihJc, that Paul. alter having so 
■Stressed intelligibility, should now say that a foreign Language 
docs no i involve the mind. What the verse actually says i-s 
that the mind is u nfrti ilfttl, Unfruitful, but involved neverthe- 
less, What Paul mean, is what he has already repeatedly 
affix tried s unless the message or prayer is cranslaled, the wo: k 
of the speaker i rind dues riot bear Fruit in the ediilcSliotl til 
the assembly. 

Furthermore, the verse said, "my spirit prays. " However, 
the human spirit :s the human mind. The peculiar psychology 
of Meyer and others who S-epatal* the mind or COrtsdewncs* 
or person into numerous levels I? icmiiusccnt of Proclus’ 
Neoplatonism, destructive of the unity of personality, and 
is unbibhcai. Spirit and mind are just Lwo names for the S&fne 
thing. If the mind were nut involved, the Spirit would nut be 
praying. Co back to £:il, "'Who knows the [things or 
thoughts) of a malt, except the spirit of the man width if iu 
“lirn " rhis shows that ti is the function of the spirit to 
kri-ow. No eKodc, u is? 1 1 1. r I bit , mystic trance of some supv 
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iioi lieu it s in view, then, also, L. : l ] rs speaking show rhe 
spirii of man k. :s not the Holy Spirit, leu Hr is immediate! y 
contrasted with the Spirit n! man- There ?s M4K From 

the Conclusion Thai the man mdor-.-.£ndp- the pray 1 • hr 

makes. 

Conversely, note weFJ, that il" the glus-salaluL were gibber- 
|>|i il . j.i no i’u.- lull 'l.iErrl. ! ■: 1.1 itnoiall llilS MO in esrl ing- 
Cf the mind of rhr maun were not involved, no one could 

report what hr mean!. I r he would not have meant any- 

thing. Intellects I content, understood (usually if not aEways 
■iv the speaker), is essential, 

15 ‘"What rs v then? I sh 1.. piav widt 1 he .ip. jiy bm 
shall also pray with the mind, i shall sing in the spirit, but t 
dial iilsu -iiLg with hi: mind,” 

I h tK verse does not dlsrmgu'ish between spirit and mind as 
il 1 man feoukl pray with Lhe sp it without praying with his 
mind. S. ime Corinthians might have rhni.tgbi sn, hot I'.inl's 

p 1 is that 'ivhs prays with, il, ot by he spiri . one 

ip 10 fkct'j prays with Lite mind involved. 

Cuttsjdci whether (Im mind is ■ u is not ersg-iged ui he 
Following instant :l- ; 

Matthew 26:41: “The sgj i 1 i • is willing, but the flesh s 
weak.” 

M.ox 14:M; Ditto. 

Luke 1 : J 7 : “My spirit has rejoiced :t (kid riy Saviour .'* 1 

Juhia 4 ; 2 !l-!M: 4 'Worship the Father in spirit and in 
truth , . , God i-. spirit, , . ." 

Acts I ■' : L (>; "i Lis spirit wm provoked with in 'inti." 

Acts The better reading rs Logo i' distressed in -«is 

reasoning), hut the cursives tahiv e pntbtttati. 

Acts J 8 • '! 5 • " Fervent in spjnx, speaking and Teaching." 

W Hkg'i:' "Paul decided [purposed] in Iris spirit . v'.v to 
go to jerusaiem . 

Fhe reader may check mu cvc-sv nth 1 New iesl.-mcur 
reference 10 the Spiiit. down to E Peter i\ 6, which, J believe, 
is the tass clear reference iu he hitman ap-Jt, Smite re lei 
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enees, i^podatly in ?h<* Gospels. and not included above. do 
not tlcarlv i?npl\ an activity cd i]il' mind. H™rm. none 
i-si /hides il. 

IC-] 7 '‘Since if you hie** in -he spirit, the man who fjlL* 
the place of tlie unlearned. how can he say the Am.cn upon 
your tkmksgiving, since Esc does not know whit you arc 
saying? For you indeed make a good prayer of thanksgiving, 
hut ihc other person is not edified. 1 " 

Apparently the Corinthians, Gentries chough they were, 
followed the Jewish custom of saying Amen upon the ron< iu- 
sion of a public prayer, At lea-M this was the custom in the 
synagogues, though in tin: Temple the formula was "Praise Lo 
the name of his lordly kingdom for ever and ever." Since 
many Christian churches were begun hy preaching m the syn- 
agogue, and this was true an Corinth, it is nol surprising that 
the Jewish custom should have been continued, 

TEi: two vetses alw indicate that the tongues pbf-namm.t 
in Cod'imh were nrosi I) prayers, rarhrr ihan preaching list; 
Gos-jK'l tef the heathen. Ft# ilu mi, the verses simply con- 
tinue to emphasize Paul's constant theme of rationality. The 
congregation is supposed to say '-Amen.” showing their ap- 
proval of the praverilmt they cannot approve* if they do not 
understand the meaning, 

1 EL 19 shank God. t spe.ik m longues more than all of 
you; hm in church I prefer to speak five words with my 
mind, In order to rc^ch oihcrs 3I.S0, (hsrl ten thousand words 
in a foreign language." 

Five i- a round number for a few, Luke 1 2:6 mentions 
five sparrows: Luke 12:52 has five m one house; Luke 14: 19 
has tor yoke of oxen; and remember 'he five talents, the two 
groupi cl five Virgins; and the five days of Acts 20:6 iuld 
24: (, and so forth. 

Presume!'; Iy P;iul h not asseriing that he sneaks in tongues 
■uorc than ill of them together, but rather, more chan any 
:j?ie of them in [he whole Corinthian church. Then comes 
tno r her phrase that PemeecKstalisis use for their defense of 
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j?i i i>ci j 'I i . il Paul prefers In speak five words with his mind, 
does it rii ■ l follow that l lie leu thousand word* - 1 r-t.- .spukerl 
without l be ndncTs heing involved? [c might M-em so, wen- 
not the context so uniformly contradictory of such a view, Jrj 
keeping with the preceding, the bctiei intcifpreiattoin is tliai 
i lie mind, a divine enduununc Idr learning and teaching. U 
iiiitruitfui] when ilu congregation does inn understand, 

Another point is that the PciUceostilisis Can hardly be 
pleased wii.1 1 Paul's preference for five naTional words over the 
ten lii^nsand they Etiki l<; be gib be i ids. They assume that 
gibberish is. the supreme achievement of ihc Christian life, 
Paul pul tongues (not gibberish) on Lire lowt-il level: Gibber 
nil is on uo level :it all. 

20-22 “Brethren, do mot be children in undersi .i.ndii;y, 
ml b< ifomiiiuic in evil, and be mature in understanding. hi 
th< law ii is written -hat by men of foreign languages arid 
othet lips J shall speak u> ihas people, anti even so they will 
nor listen to mi;, says [he Lord. Consequently [hr tontguc^arc 
Fot ,= ritpi m il |y believers but lo unbdir^ii, while prophecy 
U not | ,l sigul to unbelievers, but to believers." 

fhc admonition Lhul begins L 4:2-0 suggests lluit because 
of tongues the Corim hians were indeed becoming children in 
understanding anti mature in evil. So, once again lias not 
Paul ilready said ii cnoughl times?- the apostle stresses un- 
der standing. Indeed he says it twice in this verse, lie rilusl 
have known* and of course Cod- who inspired him knew, that 
- 1 i I i-inl L’lle clua I ism would plague jthc twentieth century. Lei 
them who use ihc unscript ural distinction between die head 
and the heart and who stress emotions while ifun disparage 
the mind acknowledge that they are opposing CShrisiuniiy. 
To them belongs the curse linti Pjud derives from the Old 
To lament. The curse of 14:2 J and its application to ihc 
Co mu hums make the.st verses somewhsu dilTicuh to undcr- 
riJild. hi Isaiah 2&:ll-12. I he prophet bad demwlflsCt'd I be 
Jews of his day ivho refused lo Iil'jt God ill ihcir mother 
longue, Hebrew, because then ivlusai. God litre aliens lo 
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speak to tficm in foreign language. Even then,. the Jews will 
r'itnht-i listers nor obey. Paul freely quotes the LXX anti uses 
the ancient situation as a warning to shy Corinthians. 

& undone may wonder how this could be a warning, os 
how even Isaiah COuld have applied il to hk day. fo he Sure, 
ii was wron^ Jut rise Israelites to ignore God’s message in 
plain Hebrew; hm how could anyone condemn them For pay- 
ing no a i tendon to a language they could not understand? 
Why did. Cod choose to Speak to them in a foreign tongue? 

Hit objection sS based oft two misunderstandings'. First, 
in jijcordniict: with Lhe popular twentieth century notion llial 
God is Ji'l love and no wrath, it assumes that God’s message, 
w<-n m ;j foreign language, was a straight Forward m«sagt of 
salvation. However, ii it be admitted that God can threaten 
punishment, the second misunderstanding n that the in el Jet - 
lu;il conu-ri l oi Lh't foreign language was explicitly such a 
threat, En cither vase, the Jews could not have been expected 
to understand the words. However. Ik actual content of the 
foreign language was ;l>. a matter of fact whatever the Assyr- 
ians and Babylonians wanted Lo talk about. Some of this talk 
was chf harsh commands as the hc&lhen conquerors drove the 

Jews int- Captivity, However, [has was God's message, none 
tin,- less, ;md the Jews should have understood that God was 
punishing them for their disobedience anti should have te- 
jn-med. "But even so (hev will not hear me." 

Paul now draws, an analogy between the Assyrian lan- 
guage, Which the Jews could not understand, and the Corin- 
thian tongues, which the Corinthians could not understand. 
What noi ds to be noted in lhv Corinthian passage is that a 
new- paragraph, with a change in the subject mailer begins. *i 
14l 20. The : i rs i pan of ike * hnplei is addressed to those who 
Spoke in longues, and ii regulates their conduct in the church 
services. Him then- is now a break md change is indicated by 
the add rcss, Brethren. Furthermore?, the admonirtou lobe 
mature in undcrstandingp though it repeats a familial' idea, is 
expressed ii :i man- general form and so indicates a new 
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application. Thus Paul is no longer directly concerned with 
the actual practice of speaking in tongttci, but with the false 
evaluation which the Corinthians in general placed on the 
phenomenon, divine gift though it was. With this paragraph 
break in mind, the difficulty that gave rise lo the objection 
above is dissipated. 

There may remain sortie difficulty as to why Paul chose 
this incident in Isaiah For a warning to the Corinthians. Or, in 
reverse order, how can Paul's statement that longues are a 
viyn to unbelievers correspond to Isaiah, where they were not 
a- sign to the Assyrians, at all? In any comparison bet ween the 
Assyrians and Jews., the former must be classified as unbe- 
lievers and the latter as- chc people of God. 

However plausible this may be, it is a misunderstanding 
of the comparison. Isaiah is not comparing or contrasting the 
Jew? with the Assyrians: he is. comparing the believing Jews 
of earlier times with Lhe unbelieving Jews as they went mio 
captivity. To the believing Jews, of David's time for example, 
God spoke in Hebrew, To the unbelieving je.ws, God spoke In 
Assyrian, The unbelievers here are Jews, not Assyrians, 

Similarly, God spoke Greek to (he Corinthian Christians 
at first L but now as they have deteriorated, have allowed 
serious corruptions: to flourish in their midst, and are falling 
into unbelief, God speaks eo them in foreign tongues they 
cannot understand. 

This ss not inconsistent with the fact that the tongues are 
■ i divine gift and Can be a bJcsirrsg, t hey can also be a divine 
curse. Thi:- happens when people become anri-unlellcrtual,. 
despise the conceptual message, and are conceited because 
they can spout Persian or possibly demonic gibberish*- Htilff 
it is tb at foreign languages are a sign to unbelievers. This ties 
in with the proper use of tongues also, us when lhe apostles 
tm the day oE Peritecost preached the Gospel io unbelievers in 
die languages of J.lam and Ml-s* jjxji^rnivs. 

One slight difficulty remains. The Iasi ve*s*‘ says ihat 

fjlOpliv; y is diiyrtpd to. klioen acid not to unbeliever-*. 
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However* examples of prophecies directed to heathen nations 
are found in Ezekiel 26:3; 27:3, 4; 28:£;2£ri2, 3. In any case, 
the Gcis-pd is i.:f he pirndted to tiribctirvers, Pattis negative 
seitioim e. however, expresses he:' geriorat rale, for niust of 1 1 to 
Old leshimen [ ns- addressed io believers-; and while we preach 
the Gospel, i he whcsJp counsel of God, aCl rhe piopbe< nrs, t-o 
unbelievers. m wi preacliini; is for lilt (.‘diftcHtion of the 
C ii i i sun n toiigrega i ion. 

Though this quotation from Isaiah presents some difficul- 
ties., and, though tlus commentary may therefore be mistaken in 
:l prim or two, one (hing is unmistakably clear. These verses 
conclusively show that "tongues’ 'are not gibberish, but natural 
foreign languages. In this- ease it was the Assyrian tongue. 

"If therefore the whole church gathers in the 
same place and all speak in tongues. and there should enter 
stunt 1 taniosl : uctod persons or some unbelievers, will they not 
say yon :ite mad? But if all prophesy, and ail unbeliever oi an 
unfnstructcd person comes in, he H convicted by all, he is 
examined by ail. the secrets of his heart become evident, -md 
io falling down in his lace, he will Worship God, declaring 
that truly God is in you, ,r 

This is In part the logical conclusion of the preceding 
verses, and the main Thrust >s that tongues in church services 
are useless and harmful. Picture the church assembled. Every 
body -who speaks at all speaks in a foreign language. In the Con- 
gregation there is a Christian who docs not understand Persian 
(iiir'c-fir* relefs to a belie ver: cl, verse lb above), Or there are 
some unbelievers (who also never took Persian in High School). 
Whai will their Traction be? "‘Will they not say you Lire mad?' 1, 

This- indicates how far the PenrccostaSisES of that day had 
df( lined from ihtr phenomena at Pentecost, In Jerusalem, the 
unbelievers understand the tongues and were converted- In, 
Corinth, no such result occurred. 

In stark tow ruvt. wlte-n a Christian prophesies or preat lies 
m plain Greek, wluc li everybody under SLiods, the message- o.f 
the Cospl, through the power of rite Spirit, causes the unlic- 
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lieveT to repent of his sins: he lulls on htilare. unci Ini the- first 
time in his life, he worships God. 

To profM^re the Gospel. and extend Christ's kingdom, one 

must speak intelligibly. 

26-40 Summary: Men arc required to govern their 
speaking and to program the church service* so that the meet- 
ings will be dignified anti orderly, Women are not to Speak at 
all. Fur God is not the author of con. fusion. 

26-28 "What then, brethren? Whenever you assemble* 
each one has a psalm, a doctrine, a revelation, a tongue* an 
interpretation, lad everything be for edification. If someone 
speaks in a tongue, by two or at the most three, and in 
suctcssso n . and lei one interpret; but if there be no inttr- 
preter, let him be silent in church* and let him speak to 
himself and to God-^ 

These verses make a Little dearer— what has been re pc al - 
v:lfy referred to in the precedhig vetst,'*— ihe great confusion 
in Conn th tan chureh services, “Each one," in other woids. 
n-cady everybody wanted to talk* and they did so all at I he 
tame time, Edification was at a mhiirnurn. 

f lodge surmises chat the ’'psalm' 1 was not ,*. Psalm of 

David, but a composition specially prepared lor ihe occasion. 
She Covenanters would not appreciate this Stigge-Sliori. 

Then tome some directions. People are not to talk at the 
same lime, t hey rmtst spe-ak in succession, Further, n<i more 
than three persons, preferably only two, shall be permitted to 
spc.i h in » foreign language. Then let one interpret. The word 
is not someone (tis} i but one ibeit) of the two. Since it is 
possible, though unlikely, that the speaker cannot interpret, 
someone else may do so; but if there is no urn: to interpret „ 
I h e person who wanted to speak in a foreign language mui! 
remain silent. 

29-80 "Permit two or three prophets to speak; the 
other? shall judge. But if | something] has been revealed to 
| another person] seated, let ihc Itrst be quiet." 

These two verses present several minor difficulties. It i:, 
clear, however, that no more than, LltFee prophet* should 
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Speak in one meeting, and I key must speak in succession, One 
of the minor difficulties LJ<‘s in adding three longues-spcaktrs 
iisri eh ret- prophets to make a limit of six speakers at any one 
service. However, if one of the tongues -speakers gives -a 
prophecy, anti not merely an ordinary hymn or prayer, does 
this reduce the number by one? At any rate* provision for six 
speakers is surely Jnnple, and the Corinthians must have been 
quite disorderly to want more, 

Another minor difficulty concerns tin- judgment passed 
upon a prophet by another person in the Congregation, Ef by 
judgment ivvrc meant mere consideration of the message, 
i here would be no difficulty; but if judgment means evalua- 
tion .ind therefore the possibility of condemnation* one won- 
ders what right a member of the congregation would have to 
condemn a message from God, Meyer tries to avoid this -tiiffi- 
cully by interpnfiij’ig ft of albi &$ “the Other prophets. 111 How- 
ever. the wording of the verse barely allows of this possi- 
bility* and even so* die difficulty remains, for how could, a 
prophet, especially a prophet as contrasted with an unin- 
spired member, condemn a divine revcbtti-ori. 

Others would escape the difficulty by denying that these 
prophecies were divine revel&iions-they were merely ser- 
mons or sermoneitcs. This alLempt to broaden the concept of 
prophets to coin any exposition of ihc Gospel fails because 
11:50 expliriik calls it a rSvfbtion, and a revelation made at 
the time and 1o the speaker* This verse cannot possibly moan 
5 Si::: the person in question just happened to remember a 
passage .in E l Kings and wishes notv to explain it. 

Apparently* the best solution is to restrict the meaning of 
judgment and limit it to favorable judgment or to simple 
meditation- This makes perfectly good sense— just wbai the 
context requires; and it. is bet tec ler weaken til# word judg- 
ment than to extend and. weaken the word prophet. 

The next ■, (.-rsc is also paay.Jing. Surely it cannot mean 
that I: a revelation come to a ieated member while am other is 
prophesying, the speaker must stop and lei the other prophet 
rake over. Haul is trying to establish orderly procedures* and 
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this would hardK be orderly. For that matter, how would the 
speaker know that the seated member had just received a 
revelation? Would the latter get up, interrupt, and say, "Si- 
lt- it I «, ei is my rum now!” Nevertheless this is precisely 
Meyer’s interpretation; mid the words Stem to fiwOT it, Hodge 
'.varus it tu muan: Lei ihc first he silent, become silent, stop 
spoking, before the second one begins. 

Cowles loll, ncs Me-ycr and then adds* " Thus all whom hr- 
spirit mighl impress would have opportunity to speak; . , ." 
F Inwev-iT. this reason is false because nos more than three are 
to prophesy even though several others receive a revelation. 

31 “Far yon can all proplu-hy one by pnc s in order Lhat 
.ill mu y learn and ail he encouraged. 1 " 1 

I hit- verse ss ike reason tor the preceding and it scents to 

support Cowles, for his words, closely parallel these,- However, 
the limitation ol no mote than r.hree in one meeting is Emiis- 

puiabtc- The present verse there tune must refer to a series of 
mrc tings-- throe -at one meeting ansi another three tlie next 

evening. This fret disposes of the necessity for the first speak- 
ci la s-top in ? he middle at a sentence so ihat ,.: second, a 
third, j. fourth, and ail of them could all speak mi a. givon 
night. 

Notice that ihc terse is a reason; ii if, not a purpose 
clause, Meyer and Cowles seem to think Paul said, Lc; the 
first slop immediately mi order that you can all have your 
turn. Paul actually said. Let the first om- become ulcrnt [i.-c., 
finish before the second begins iTj ! because you tan ah speak 
some other lisae. He wants to restrain those prophets who arc 
too eager to speak, They can all speak one In one. 

Ibis passage* and particularly Lhis veTse. shows that 
prophecy v.-;i ,5 .I frequent gift. It reminds uv of Joel ivho 
foretold ihc phenomena of Pentecost add the apostolic 
"T will pour forth my Spirit . , . and your sons imd daughters 
shall prophesy , . ,” (Acts 2:17)* 

32-53 “and ihc spii its of the prophets are subject to the 
prophets; for God ifi not |a God!| of disorder, l>Ut of peace,” 

J ins':- two verses continue she sentence and are a pari of 
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I be Sam t K-iW<«t: - The afgulfll-ent it, 4 ppik: eerily contrary ro 
Corinthian practice, that Gud does uoi jerk a mart to his k M 
am! cause him 10 apeak a^insE his will. This would combine 
two evils: it would make the man's prophesying Involuntary 
:. i ; 1 1 ' it would make God a God of confusion.. Some modt-rn 
ecstatic utterances, well, literally, all ecstatic utterances, .ire 
cv-KlntLc, ‘■t an din it outside; in other words, the Speaker is be- 
side himself. This is not godly, God is a God of reason, his 
prophets arc not insane. 

I'll ■.■ word spirit here should be compared with verses 12, 
' 4. and l ll canmji in arty ol these cases mean the Holy 
Spirit. Nor can h even mean ‘"the divine influence under 
whic h she pi;>p:iiL-t spoke," as Hodge maintain*, if this “di 
virw influence" eoiiid be distinguished From the Holy Spirit, 
Himself, ,is is unlikely, still the Holy Spirit'?. act of irtflucnc- 
inH can hardly be Subject to the human will of cite prophet. 
I he meaning inns: hr. «h.n Hodge denies, i lie minds of (he 
prophets, Hodge is righl r as was said above, in denying tha< 
h ;; part of the mind Superior to undmr<»wini/*’ How 
ever, it i% out iifccssury m soctpi the faulty psychology in 
older to adopt the irikimfieai Ion of spirit with mind. The 
identification, either, precludes the faulty psychology. We 
must (Ikmi understand the meaning of the verse in, the most 
ordinary sense i h.n the use of the nund in expressing a revda- 
ilejii is subject to voluntary control, “for God is. not a God 
of confusion, but of peace.” 

34 “As in .ill the churches Ilf (he saints, ter the women 
keep silence in the chutehts, for it is not permitted tp them 
tt> speak; but kl cb.cm be :-u bjee ; , a? also the law says.” 

The Jksc problem here is on* of piitinuatiun, Kecsrll tb.o 
Greek MSS have no punctuation (except llutl Jong paragraphs 
come to ?n end) i they do not even separate words by a space, 
to here then does the phrase "as in all the churches of (be 
suiiiis" go'- Kj, NAB, in. my meiem expositors, Alford, and 
evert Wes Leon and Hurt make it the final modifier of verse 
33 . Meyer's American editor gives the against this con- 

nection: "So under* loud l he words, have no pertinent seme. 
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fen ihe Apostle would bdrcfly undertake to uphold :t con- 
ceded and undeniable (ru(h fire,, (hat God is the God of 
peace) by appeal to the [doubtful] authority or experience 
of the church." Wc shall therefore connect the phrase wt(h 
whal follows. 

The second point of punctuation ls (his: EJoes she phr.iso 
"of she saints" inter io (he words that precede L( m to those 
that follow? Since all churches arc ipso fae Jo churches of the 
Saints, n seems unnecessary to say so. Then one would attach 
run Aqgton with hm gunaikes and read: "'the wises of (he 
sprints" lire to keep quiet in church. 

One might protest chat all women, and not ijust the wives 
.■I the saints, are to keep still; arid this would make the 
phrase “of (he Saints'' as unnecessary in this phrase i£ it is in 
lhc preceding phrase. Now'. sh|s is (me: and yci ( 1 } The wives 
of the saints recognise the authority of the Church and art: 
under greater obligation to obey than unre gene rale visitors, 
Th.cn (?) live unregc iterate visitor, who comes out of curiosity 
■■=r even with a Serious interest, js not hkelv to speak oul- 
a man would hardly do so -artel surely God did nut give 
the gift of tongues or a prophetic message to ui if exonerate 
visitors. Hence. although the grammatical order of words 
favors, the first interpretation, the second, is not impossible. 

With these punctuation points out of the way, the ?ub- 
sTanee of the (crscs is ihc appeal to the mu form behavior of 
all congregations except Corinth: only in Corinth do women 
speak or prophesy in site service, Corinth, therefore, is dU- 
orderly and mu at correct itself- Women simply must nen be 
(Hewed to Talk in church. Paul decs not base lus command 
Otl the Uniform practice of alt the churches, though this 
would haw weight enough . 'The practice of ri single church 
would not be norm alive for others; in fact (his whole epistle 
condemns practices of (has .single-: church. However, i' all she 
Churches, Founded only a few years before by (hr apo?(Ecs, 
uniformly do certain things, it is at least high I v likely that 
ihcse practices Were commanded of approved, by the apostles. 
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Vet there- ':s also another authority, Et is the written iaw of 
God. 

The Levi ti tul law see mi to contain no explicit prohibition 
of women spewing- However, Pau I deduces thi'a wnwtjtitnce 
Ere in (11 the provisions of the law which put .til the conduct 
of the seni.ee in the hands- of men, and (2) the genera] princi- 
ple of Genesis 3; 16, "Your desire shall be For your husband, 
and lie slsall rule over you,” As Christ deduced the doctrine 
of life beyond the grave from the mere expression ,4 The God 
oE Abraham/' so loo, may we try to apply deductive Lojtic to 
the Scripture and hope to discover many truths hitherto un- 
suspected. The: great fault of contemporary American so- 
called TvirtgclkaJs it noi an overemphasis on reason, but a 
woeful lack of it. 

"Wonier/s Lib" is therefore illogical;, or if logical, it de- 

duces its murderous atrocities from arid-script it ra I principles. 

33 ‘But if they wish to learn something, let them ask 
i heir husbands at home. For it is -shameful to a woman to- 
speak in churs h.” 

Some groups claiming lo be evangelical, such aS- the 
'hsociathm for the Advancement of Christian Scholarship 
(based in Toronto) and oilwr so-called Christian groups that 
work w-ilh college styjdenis, reject ibis scriptural print iple on 
the gjouml cl lh i it was "culturally conditioned." This phrase 
means dial Paul was Speaking under the limitations ol I: is 
iirst century -culture and thui therefore, his recommendations 
do HOI apply today. For example, eh a booklet entitled Un- 
derstanding the Scriptures, A. H. Dr-Griaff and C, G, Seervdd 
give their views. Almost in the begin ni ng (page two in fact), 
IV J)C Graaff says, "You distort ihc Scriptures. when you 
read ihcrn, ns a collection o-f objective statements about God 
:t"d ri'uui. . . . '3 hry do not Contain any rational, general, theo- 
logical statements about God atyd his- i readon- - , . It is not 
The purpose of (he Bible to inform us about the nature of 
God’s being or his attributes'" (p, E?). He also adds, "The Scrip- 
luics neither r.uional nor irratioird in character" (j>, EH^. 
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In my opinion, aJi of these statements except Lhe last are 
false, and the l?&l IT nonsense- % »ss<mor» iliai rhe Snip- 
[Lire's eon Cam no rational, general, theological itaicmi:rus 
about God and His creation is dearly false because lhe Scrip- 
tures say ch-u God k righteous and man is sinful. To say that 
the Scriptures; are neither rational nor irrational is nemsertsc. 
Everyone knows that ihe state merit, Today is Friday, is ra- 
tional, Similarly, Wellington defeated Napoleon. These state- 
ments can by understood, easily understood. On (he other 
hand., (he profound pronouncement, Ont; skom bubbits-, Is 
irrational. There is nothing m it to be understood. It has no 
meaning. However, what example can be given of a sentence 
dm is neither rational nor irrational, a sentence that has a 
meaning and equally has no meaning, a sentence that cannot 
he understood am.! aL the same time can be understood? 
looking lor one, in ,i book- such as rim Bible, like going in 
die jt-x> to :imi an 3111 null, that ir neither vrtUibra It: nor 
inter tebcale, 

With respect to scriptural commandments, not merely the 
one about women speaking in ihc church, and not merely the 
several others in this epistle, but with respect to thi- Ten 
Commandments- themselves. Dr. DeGraaff says, “None -of 
them can he literally followed or applied today, for we live in 
a different period of history in a different culture" (p- 33}. 

Imagine! It is impossible to follow or apply the com- 
mandment. Tboy shah not steal, because wc live in 3 differ- 
tnl culture. Thou shait noi com nut adultery, cannot be lit- 
erally obeyed today because- God commanded it in 1 300 B.G- 
This line o-f (bought is incredible. However, check the refer- 
dices : p. 33, Unders lending ihc Scriptures, De Graaff and 
Hi-crvekt, Association for the Advancement of Christian 
Scholarship, Toronto, Canada. Since none of the Ten Chm- 
mtiridmeiio can be lin-iaUy applied twfey, f>r. De Graaff 
suggciis Thai for them. we vubohuu agitation agamst police 
btutulity [p. 3S). Love your neighbor's wife, hut hate the police. 

In contrast witli such modern movements, find given by 
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[he Holy Spirit Co totftiernil them in advance, Scripture Jays, 
“All Scripture , , - is profitable for doctrine . , . fo* 1 correc- 
tion, for instruction in rtghleouiness.” This inchirtiis the prin- 
ciple [hai women should iioe preach. 

T his is not all the Scripture says about women; and to 
console ltd encourage devout mothers in Israel who may he 
troubled by staling Paul's command so bluntly, let it be 
noted that SnipLuit also commands husbands to love ibeir 
wives and to die for them as Christ died for the Church. 

36 “Or did the word of God. come forth from you, or 

did it come to you alone?*' 

K lllJ can bo very sarcastic- The only Justification for 
women’s speaking in church is that the Corinthians invented 
and thw loro c at t define the Gospel, This is ltd thf case, and 
the Corinthians arc arrogant to proceed on such an assump- 
tion bo '.vc-re Matv Bftkfi fcddy. l-.llen O White, and. Aimee 
Semple Ml PhcrscHi. 

37 "If any [hinks hr is a prophet or -spiritual, let him 
recognize that what I write to you is a commandment of the 
Lord ” 

litre is the crushing blow to those who reject any t>f 
Pauls instructions on the ground ihat (hey are culturally 
condi'ioncd. What Paul has said, regarding tongues, regarding 
incest, reiiairding worn-. I 1 . anti everything else, is a command- 
mem from the.; Lord^and the Toronto group, by rejecting 
these commandments, condemns itself as unsplritual. 

3# “But if anyone he ignorant^ let him remain ignorant,” 

There ns i lexical problem here. RSV and NAS rollon the 
test of Aland. Their translation is, “If anyone does not recog- 
nise I Isis, he ts not recognized- ” Metzger, in his Textual C&m- 
menttny, admits that the imperative is better attested than 
the indicative. Nevertheless, the version chose the indicative 
because "the imperative gives a Ices forceful meaning than 
a^rtOerfm. ,r ]? j-; rather tin reverse ih:ti is rln* case. To say thai 
a man who does not recognixe the apostle’s commands is nni 
recogniwsd in the churches docs indeed make a pertinent 
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statement. On the other hand, it is forceful sarcasm H> say, he 
has rejected dear authority; there ts no further use discussing 
the mailer; leu hnn remain igaiom.ni. 

h is difficult. however, to arrive at ui object iva decision 
on what is more and what is levs forceful. Fur that matte], 
why should anyone suppose that Paul was compelled io 
choose the more forceful statement? In view of such doubts, 
It is wise to accept the better textual evidence, 

MI-'J-Q "Consequently, brethren, be zealous to pruphtsV, 
and do not I or bid speaking in tongues. Bui let everything be 
done in g(*6d torm and prdcr. " 

Dean Stanley says that decency and edification are the 
only rubrics of the primitive church, f'h is- is clearly false, for 
P.:ol gives other directions in ihe pastoral epistles, and our 
Lord, I I i rose 1 3', laid down procedures for certain judicial 
cases, However, though edification is not the only rule, ii is 
indeed, as Dean Stanley said, universally and perpetual! 1 . 
Aul limitative. 
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1-15 Summary: After Christ died Tor our sills, according 
lO [he Scriptures, he rose on ih-e third day, and more shart 
&Q0 brethren. including myself, Paul, saw him. This event 
refutes those who deny that we too shall rise from the dead. 
If there were no resurrection,, the Christian faith would be 
worthless, 

1-2 "3 make known to you, brethren, the Gospel which 1 
presH hod us you, which also yen: rwhtd, in which also you 
fire cfiiablished. ibrough which hIso von are saved, if you hold 
lo the doctrine [ pre-aclicd ra you. unless you brlt-vcd in 
vain." 

Paul's li tetany style was itu ground for bo-asuing, Here, rite 
siihjert is 1 1,'' the Verb is "make known." and ns object is 
the Gospel . One does not complain of the descriptive phrase 
■ wh u h I pr t-.u: bed i o you ' bu i the rest twists of five dang! i ng 
( lauscs 

The first Iwo verses indicate that Paul is la re- 

1WBH, because ii needs to lie repcsited. at least some part of 
iht» Gospel. He had pies iously preaditd it to the Ccu mthhms. 
'They had received it, they had received salvation through ti, 
hut now some trouble, to he identified in the next few verses, 
had developed, serious enough lo raise the question whether 
they had originally believed in vain. 

The reference no believing in vain is no objection to £hc 
perseverance of (be saints. Il is always possible and in lar^v 
evangelistic movements-, Jt Is doubtless alwasS actual [-han 
some in caught up in the emotionalism and make a pro 
Cession without having Christian faith. They arc counted as 
believers b«tauM God alone knows their hearts. 

Aside from Lb is common circumstance, which would 
clearly justify [he reference to believing in vain, Meyer hap- 
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paly remarks that the verb ''received” expresses the higm<:ii 
fid of she Cjiimthiaiis 1 acceptance of she Gospel, “are estab- 
lish td" shows (heir present faithfulness, "are saved’’ looks 
forward to the blessed cortsum inalion, end "hold" stresses 
the abiding condition of its attainment; while “unless in 
vain," regarded as a contrary to Fact condition, actually “de- 
notes the exaltation, above every doubt in respect cd the Mes- 
sianic salvation.” This confidence does not preclude some 

church members from maintaining even serious heresies. 

The RSV has a slightly different translation than that 
given here. Ii reads, ’‘Now I would remind you. brethren, in 
i tjkai terms 1 preached to you the gospel. . . Leon Morris 
{in be,}, without referring to the RSV sees a difficulty in this 
translation. He says, ''The word -order is, ‘by what word 1 
preached the gospel to you if you hold fast." and this poses 
some problems, ...It would make Paul demand chat they 
bold fast, not only to the gospel, but to the actual words in 
whi-ch he presented it.” For erne who believes in plenary and 
verbal ins pun [ion, chi- is no problem or difficulty. In fact, it 
would be ii welcome verse for further establishing the truth 
of the I III bit and the inspiration of the words. However r the 
vcfsc does not realty say thss. Professor Morris gives the cor- 
rect translation, and the RSV is incorrect; but lib Criticism 
depends on the incorrect translation, Paul did not say “in 
what terms,' ’ or “by what words." The noun, ls singular. One 
i.afi iran-slate it as “by wbal word”; but this makes poor 
sense, its is < kar if one corrects the RSV to “by what term. 1 ' 
Hence the translation above stents better; “if you hold fast 
to the rfoetnm: I preached to you. 1 " For the rest, Principal 
Morris is right in noting the awkwardness of the sentence. 

3-4 “For l have transmitted lo you, as of first impor- 
tance. that whach l also received, that Chris! died for our sins 
according to the Scriptures, and that he was buried, and that 
he was raised the third day according iei [he Scrip lures, . . .“ 

Here, Paul indicates u doctrine or ■ set of doctrines as 
absolutely indispensable to Christianity. These doctrines were 
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j'i.Oi indented by Paul, Tor hi', loo. had received them. From 
whom? Paul freidved from the Lord in.foi'mJCiOH. Concerning 
the Lai! .Supper (Acts t ] it above}; lie had not received the 
Gospel from mail, but by rev-eb t ion of Jesw Clwjsi (<xal. 1:12). 
H<!nce, he was not dependent 0ft those who were apostles, kfOK 
him, rtorpn the; Jetu.salcin church. 

The situation, however is a bit mult complicated than a 
quick reading of Gahtians would suggest. hirst of alh even in 
his persecuting days, Paul had considerable knowledge about 
the death,. and maybe the Life, of Christ, Me also knew, not 
only the Mcajanii claim, but the more serious claim to Deity 
as well. Otherwise, he would not have engaged in persecution. 
IVhert Jesus mil him, Jesus did not give llirrt additional in lor- 
(nation. The important rhan.^; is (hat Jesus convinced him char 
the daim to Deity seas true and shat the resurrection had 
actually occurred, Paul probably received additional bits of 
information from Ananias in Damascus ( Acts 9: L9). 

Whatever details Paul cnii^ht have learned, eillier before or 
after Ms conversion, the revelation Jesus Christ gave him re- 
lated to i he (ruth and significance of those facts, What Paul 
fiK'aru by the Ggtsp^l nn I of (iniruerprcfed even is: ihe 
Gospel i>- the (Jieoicw^i , ,J < t ir >st- evenea plus other iMatters oF 
■jitology not so t lowly tied to any events (such its the docuine 
f)l the I'rmity and rln? form of church government). 

Vet. 0 with some- ^mod. comnli-ni.'tior$ wc wish to see; tome 
human uan^mDston in 15:3, we may note that the pleaching 
of the vame Ciosqid b\ ihc Jerusalem apostles wits a silting 
lu L i -.iai ir"i i i<j tlu GorituhiaiiK of ii; atithcnlicity. 

Christ's death u-j*. of cooiiw. an ominenct that Paul had 
brsov. n almost as soon 3 S it t«k place, "f'OS OU1 sins" is (he 
theolbgiral t|ikjpretH(E(HL of whirl] Chri-si had convinced him. 
However, even (his Is not the Gospel: Paul itiuil add "accord- 
ing to ihc St a ijsLuires." So fai is Paul from nestririinf' Ehe 
Go&pei to Soiiii' narrow kcrtip'ma," or six poLii;-, of u ttum 
<ated Statement of faiih, that he appeals to lire Sat pm re as a 

wbo-h I !u- pluaw is (jpL^rcd br-iov li is not enough to 
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preach that Christ died (Pilate evcjilud I y died. too), not thu,i 
Christ died for our siti>; "C must preach rhat he died for vui 
sins- by satisfying (be jv.sure of the Father in * prop it Eatery 
sacrifice, and all else th.it the Scriptures give. 

J'hc nex; phmsc refers to Lhc burial orCllifeL, Sonic ourt- 
temporary theoFoginitis, fur trample. Karl Earth, wait so have 
a resurrect ion unconnected V". ith ,my burial, I'he term rtitir- 
fuv: ( for them} es simply the best term the disciples hap- 
pened to think of to describe their joy at coming Lo be de- 
ceived into thinking that Christ ws$ alive-, Thus Barth allows 
himself to ii sisi; that the resurrection was an actual historical 
event that took place in time and space, jusL once for each 
person, 

However, Paul insists that Jesus was- put into a tomb, and 
'/ii' third <i«y, before airy disciple had experienced the joy 
. ! believing what was nm • . he- was raised li'om (he mmh. 
I lie mention of the tomb in the Gospels. Paul's statement 
iJ'i.u jesus was btu ivd, .mri now the specification of the third 
day prevents every hones L excrete from assigning existential 
ideas to the disciples. Christ : <i*£- jvi.*i once. "he ImIv of 
not September 4 } when John Jones accepted Christ as 5,ie- 
iout. &ay if you wish that the d feci ple£ ‘were deceived; but <Uj 
not then trv u- deceive tis, by appearing io defend a resm rec- 
Li-.'-n, From tFie tomb on one piven dav in histon;. 

■J he verb eg^gtrta; is per feci, not aorisit. Yw purposes oi 
rebuking neo-orlh^do-xy. the aorlst. denoting a single ati in 
past time, would have been more pointed. Vet the perfet : 
docs ni.i l deny such ,i pit si act indeed it asst-m it. However, it 
afso re heels on the present condition that the past act pro- 
duced, Christ was raised ami r> alive today, 

S-7 . .. and was sceri hy Ccpba>, then by the twelve; 

clten he Was seen by more lhan five hundred brethren at ■ nn 
time, of whom the most remain to the present moment, 
though some have fallen .isleep; then he was seen bv JarncS, 
then by all the apostles.'' 

Paul now gives the historical evidence that Chris" actually 
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lose from ihc dead. "L ine evidence cwmht*. of an appeal to a 
srncs of witnesses, rather clearly in the chronological order in 
which ChriEt appeared lo Lbem. I he firs! two instances are 
recorded in The Gospels, The Third, whtn Christ appeared To 
more ihim five hundred at Oite time., is not recorded, ]i may 
have happened m Jcrusitesm, but m ore probably in Galilee. 
Obviously, the Corinthians knew about St; and if some did 

not, ihcy could with little tremble visit most of them and 
hear the witnesses report what they taw, 

The fourth instil nee is that of James. Since the twelve 
have already been mentioned, and since the disciple, James-, 
had been eclipsed in Paul's day by Jesus’ brother. James, 
it is likely ihut the biter is meant here, Et is also prob- 
able and at least possible tbal Jesus convened lbs brother 
by appearing to him. as 13c did later to Paul, Hence, 
it is not cor ret i u> say with some opponent* of the Gospel 
that Jesus is not tv | sorted to have & pptrarfd to arty lijiIh*- 
litvcrs, and that, the re fore, the accounts are suspect because 
they all come from persons who expected the resurrection. 
For :hiit matter, die disciples did not expect the resurrection 
any more than =ht: Pharisees did. 

Tin Tilth instance ts an appearance to ‘ ‘‘all (he apostles." 
This phrase includes the twelve, but it includes others also. 
The wording indicate* that James is included. Acts 14:4,, 3 4 
culls Barnabas an apostle. 31 Corinthian* 1: 19, I Tbessalonians 
I : ■ . -nid. 11 I hessatonians 1 . i fall just short of so classifying 
St tv an us and Timothy, At any rate, the word is more inclu- 
sive than ‘The Twelve/" an expreasifeB Paul uses- nowhere 
else, 

With rlu.' four Gospels and Paul’s epistles as doctim en ti 
tnm, the Tcsutrccticm oF Jesus Christ From foe tomb, if il is 
not “ihe best authenticated event in the h istory of the 
world," as Hodge btddiy claims, i* ihe best authenticated 
even l in ancient history', What, for example, ii the evidence 
that Hannibal cut off the great part of Caius Flsminiu?* army 
ntvir Luke 'I iirasy in-me? l,ivy, Hook 22; but what else? What 
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i“. L-dfiftce is these tlmi a high lidf damaged f ia&KH * flfit:l as In 
• UH mpwd ni invade Hrilainl Caesar's G-ji'i'tC H'ar. Hook 1: but 
what else: 

A secular historian who accepts either of these two 
events, or any other In ancient history, can reject tFie resur- 
rcctfon, not by the usual iTUThods of historical research, but 
only by the theological presupposition that- God Cannot raise 
the dead- However, "why should it be Thought a thing incred 
lf>Lc with you that God should raise the dead?" 

At the same time. Christians should be on guard against 
making wild assertions concerning historiography and rtkred 
matters. It 3S undoubtedly true that Jewish law accepted. ? he 
testimony of tw<i witnesses as conclusive in criminal cases, 
hui Lhe Old Test ament, itself, refutes Hodge's obviously false 
statement tliat "all human law's assume that the testimony of 
two witnesses, when Line mi trad Ictcd, and especially when 
confirmed bv collateral evidence, produces sue is a conviction 
of the truth of rhe fact asserted as to justify even taking the 

life of a fellow-creature.” 1 lodge, note carefully, docs not say 
that collateial evidence is necessary. Even if there be coilau- 
ifid evidence, it is not erne chat it uniformly produces In the 
jurors a conviction of guilt. Ii is well known that tire idi ntifi- 
Cation of criminals by eye witnesses is very poor evidence, 
:«ud r doubt that Hodge knew all the laws of all ihe nations, 
even all ibe relevant laws, to make bis world-wide assertion. 

Further, H historical research could prove: that Jesus ac- 
m i.[y rose (anti in the writer's opinion, historical research 
never proves miy even C cF, ffittG*i&gWphy: $tcui«r a mi Reli- 
gious, Craig Press, lF>7l), stilt this would not prove the Deity 
of Christ (for Lazarus rose from the dead, too)-, nor the dtK 
trine of justification fo faith- Research never produces Chris- 
tian faith: it is the gift of God [cf. Westminster Confession, L 
3), Et is God who causes us to believe whal the witnesses 
report. 

ft "And last of all. as to an untimely birth, he was seen 
■if me also.'* 
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One phr.ivi- “Hast of ;iLI" can hardily im-an merely the lair 
4 >■£ ill is list of witnesses. h iJu 1 historical matrix, it surely 
indicates the Last n[ Christ’s appearances to anyone. 

Untimdy birth ususdEy «k,w^ a miscArrisqje or abortion; 
This would suggesi tha i Paul had been born (had seen Christ} 
too' soon, when actually Paul was horn (again) too late, sonu 
years, after the other apostles. Perhaps the word can refer to a 
delayed, birth ,i* well .is to a premature birth— both are un- 
timely ; hut the lexicons give no such refe rente ,, and so it may 
be bcuet to t ake it, us. ii was often used. as a term of con.- 
tempt that one of Paul’s enemies had used. Then, Paul re- 
peats ;• and a doing so shows ids humility. 

9 1 1 "For | ;«« tlie least of the apostles, who am not 
sufficient to be called an apostle., because I persecuted (he 
church of God. By the graoe of God I sun what I ain, and his 
grace to me was not in vain, but I worked harder than :iLE of 
them, yet not I, but the $taee of God with me. Mo, whether 1 
or they, thus we preach and thus you believed-" 

Paul's liUmiJlly stems from his vivid memory of hi.S perse- 
cuting days, Peter may have denied his Lord thrice,. but Paul 
eoiisidercd hitH.o-lf the most unworthy of all, This humiliiy , 
however, does noi detract from his authority, for Gtul called 
him, not to be mi ordinary believer, but to the apostle 10 
'.he Gentiles. lie would have proved false to Cud, had he 
resigned his apostolft authority (ef. LI Cor. 11:5, 12:3 I , and 
Cal. 2:h-y). 

Paul thd not change hi mse I i from unbeliever to believer 
by my exertion or act ol free will on his part. I Lis change was 
dsie solely to the grace of God. rhis grace was so powerful 
tiiHL Paul's Labors were more abundant ihiEu- Mover -.::yv 
those of ail the other apostles combined. This asserti&n can 
be doubled. ITurre was a similar expression in Ik IT when 
Paul preflumahh did not speak in tongues more [hail id! the 
Corinthian* put together, but more than any one of them all. 
''here is no eotuTus-ive proof I’oi ciihcr inKrprctltJan; but iT 
3 3 ;lu 2 labored harder th.in Peter, that is enough for the point 
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hi ii making, Yet, it was not Paul v. ho worked, but the grace 
of God with him (ef. Phil. I ;+), 

Two readings here have about equal MS support. One 
says, "the grace of God with me’'; the other is, 'The grace of 
G^-td which was with me," Textual critics suggest that the 
latter emphasises fixate alone. However, it has hard to see any 
shade of difference in meaning between ihem as ji U to de- 
cide which reading is ri^ht. 

The Hast verse ends with a fiEiu] reference to the comem oE 
the Gospel. Critics almost unamnirausly acknowledge ibis 
p^soge to Ih (Lit mnsl imfK>i tain of all witnesses: IO wbal die 
original content of ilia? Gospel i«m. This dispose* of all -at- 
tempts to find time for Legendary accretto-m to some now 
unknown ideas that Jesus 11 immediate companions may have 
had. From the first, they preached Christ emei tied and risen, 

12-19 Summary; The resurrection of Chris i guarantees 
i he resurrection df the df ad. Otherwise, our faith is false, the 
deceased have perished, and Christians are 5 he most miserable 
Of *11 men. 

12 "Ef liow Christ is preached [haL he was raised from 
Lhe dead, how can some among you say than there is no 
resurrection eif trie dead?" 

Si net-, as has Just been amtetl, ibe iffiutwttion of ChrLq 
is ail essential element of the Gospel, it is logically impossible 
for a professing Chi isiian to deny the idea of a resuueciion in 
general. 

Who these Corinthian church members were thaL denied 
the resurrection of the body must remain uncertain. There 
are two possibilities, and either one or both may have been 
■Eif ease First, some Sadduece?. may have been converted, 
They were poor prospect s. both because of their thcofog} 
and their political ambitions. However, God could as easily 
hfwe i i ■jneited .1 5-adducee as a Fhar is* e. so that such a per- 
son, nr some ‘'halE couverLed'' person, would be found in the 
Church, while retaining his earlier antagonism to the idea of ;.i 
resurrection (Acts 23i7-S). Second, and more likely, it was 
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some Gen lilt* rru'inbet who retu i ncd ihi,- view* id rhc mvsterv 
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religions concerning the tout at'icr death wirhout :t resmmjf- 
lion of ihr body (cf. Ads 17:32). One should no! h-siti-v 
identify these persons ;is .Pliilomsis, or Orphks, who [bought 
the body is a. tomb. Actual] y, this ascetic view’ is contrary u> 
the main body of Greek philosophy- Both Epicure-nos and 
Stoics had a high regard lor the body, since they were both 
materialistic,, and so did Aristotle; but, as Acts soys, they 
ridiculed rhe notion ol .1 resurrect ion, 

Paul, not addressing Stoics and Epicureans here as be did 
in V Cs I 7. but addressing professing Christ] ms, begins ■ h i »■- 
paragraph by strongly emphasizing the logical contradiction 
between their gene rat dertiai of ihe possibility of a lesorree- 
lion and the historical event of Christ's rising from the tomb, 
1344 'll there is no resurrection of the dead, neither 
has ( hrt>i been iitscd: and if Christ has not been iviised. ihen 
otir preaching is vdn and your faith is vain ata-o," 


One is almost ashamed 10 write a cnmnieuiary on thesr 
verses. No Other language could make the meaning plainer. 

L j- "I- oil he 1 we are found to he false witnesses of God 
because we witnessed against God that be raised die Christ, 
whom he did tioi. raise, if indeed the dead arc not raised. 1 * 

This verse, too, needs little cumm-mi. Obviously, Paul was it 
false witness, a witness against God. if the Christ, the Messiah, 
had not beeji raised, A ■Greek or Sidducimt denial <>f the 
resurrection of (he b<nU implies that Christ was not raised. 
Hi-] 7 J ’For it the dead are not raised, neither is Christ 
r.iisrdt and Li Christ is not raised, your faith k in vain, you are 
stltE in your sins.” 

Repeating a&uin with niter clarity the necessary connec- 
tton i 1 '.'tween Christ's resurrection ami the possibility of any 
resurrect ion, Paul draws the further inference that withfeul « 
rt-''u.Lrcc tiers . the Christian faith is useless. If further there h 
indeed , 1 . righteous God, then men me still in rhdr si us, and 
no of he means of salvation are available for escape Irom 
divine punish mm L 
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L'ndrmbledEy, Paul wrote some things- hard under- 
stand; ,md there arc degrees of difficulty- llow-vver, Proles* 
femsbnl h,iy always, said that the Scriptures apt perspicuous 
and are tip I to be replaced by papal encyclic-ids. 1 he latter are 
harder to understand than Paul. Fhe CpitfeSsion is ri^lst when 
it savs. “Those things which arc necessary 10 be known, be- 
lieved,, itnd .ib-servcu, for salvation, .m- so clearly propounded 
,md opened m some place -i>t Scripture or other, that not onh 
the learned, but the unlearned! [and peTverfC: Coriot hiaiis] in 
a, due use of the ordinary means , imi> attain unto a sufficient 
wideband lug of them" (iv«im!jistcr Confession. I 7). 

18-19 "Consequently also those Fallen asleep in Chris: 
have perished, Tf in, this life only we have hope in Chri-st, we 
arc more to be pitied than all [other] men." 

A further Logical consvrjoerice of ihv denial of -1 wsuttet- 

licit i-. :hat lilt- Christians who have already died have per- 
ished- Their I"ai ? h. waivain, and they went in 1 fun t sins to f.wc 
1 he wr-arb of God, 

Hence, both the living and the dead are in a pitiable 
condition, In fact, Christ ians are more to be pitied ihan all 
other men. The reason Ghristinns would be more wretched 
than any other people; if there were no resurrection, is not 
th.ii they would have no shield: against the wrath of God- The 
Greek polytheists face (he saanc judgment, Rather. Christians 
are more miserable because they endure persecution for their 
faith. 

’ll’ as Paul speaking only of his Corinthian church, ur do 
these word? apply 10 twentieth century Christians also? We. 
at least we Christians who live in America 01 wt sU-sn Eairopr. 
do not Suffer persecution. Are our lives then. £ ran ling th ;t 
Christ did not rise, i»r>rt miserable than : ht- !:m-s. of others? 
Suppose t«o, as many now- do. that there is no Gud, no 
righteous God. who punishes anybody- Suppose we simply 
..ease 10 exist when we die. Are our live?, actually more 
mist-table? 

One might think we are less miserable. Bertrand Russell 
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based his hte "unyieJdmg despair." L'his haul set ms 4( 

I i. if live. [& not a life based cm false hope, if not known TO bf: 
false, mare comfortable iha.ii continual despair? Bertrand 
Rmsell despised delusions ; he would tae realistic and honest; 
he would be courageous as well. However, could he be Imp- 
pier? Won I d n ot rh r ( hri it ian h< ! cs s m i $rr a b: ■ ■ ? 

How rhrn can Paul say that the Christian is more miscri 
able: 1 The only explanation Lhai seems to hold up is that Paul 
was very a lea l .<• (lie puL-sreu lions 'hat wetv about to tfrlgull 
the (.ihrlsriatis b.ir the m^i £$0 yesrs;' and ttaat Through the 
Spirit, he ais • referred to persecutions that would occur in 
later Liru€s, The happy fact that in some places in some ages 
Christians escape torture docs not icciti ta weigh against : I : ■_■ 
propoil uni t i ■ u l Cbrislians as a group sillier more itiari any 
other group. 

1 his assumes of course that Chris L never rose from, the 
roll! ■ rear wo, there sore, have hope m Christ in this life 
(jolly. The wort! only cseeds & little attention* The order of 
words- in Greek i&: *TCirt Lite tile this in Christ having hoped 
wr are only. ... 3 hough some comnnentatars have tried to 
do so- makes poor sense and is i-jammatically perverse to 
interpret rh. phrase as, "if w* have hoped only in Christ and 
in nothing else, we arc- miiservahle. Equally unacceptable is, 
'll w; ure only '.h opera 1 in Christ and arc not actors' ht 
somethin^,. , , r M 

rherc are two uifrei possibility, One may lllsJt,C onJ 1 }' mod- 
ii> iiw Sentence as a whole: "Only if wc hope in Christ . . . are 
v c m isi-:jl:'e 1 hi* hard] v rn dkes goad sc rise . "1 he best sen w . ?■ 

sense in contV rmiry with the idea of resurrection. » "Hu. this 
lire otdy we have hope, and have no lu>pe or benefit in the life 
to came. . ..." 1 1 re: con Lex:, both tn the pneSpcding ami in the 
' ' I !■: i v- :'‘.i verses, contrast* us life ami the li e after death. It 
might have been Cleri rf r if (Jnfy were placed immediately before 1 
in this life; ;n i is, wc must lake " Chn£t nv hope as enclosed 
by the two empharU positions \ Cietk nyie, the first and die 
Last, where in this tiff and only art- placed- 
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"JO- L s< ) Sum maiAi l ' L he res u tree t ton comes i u .-. irv.es. his>:. 
Christ’s re-SLimectiOEi negates the death we inherited front 
A ; I :■. m . 1 1 alsc i I uo k >. l'< a w ani i p: i he i e surt uv i i i >n c> I btl sev i ■> 
ai i ' . ■ rciiirn. Wdh death < he dished, and .ill i lings , 

subjection to Christ, Christ will deliver up iEis kingdom to His 
Father, that God may be all in ah- 

^0-23 "Bti' as a in at ten id fact Christ has been raised 
t r : Hit '.hi- ile.sd, :he li/si Irmts of those who hive fallen asleep. 
For since death came by a man, by a man also comes the 

■ esurreetkut e the dead- h or as- in Vdarri all di( . So ;dyi: (fl ' e 
Christ :il ] .*h .-. I be made ulivc. 1 ' 

hi the preceding vertes, Paul has yiicn the logical and 
discr-nci nirtg ! m pUrari L-ms of iIk- rf-jeoi cm cil a rosy miction. 
Here, (.he premise of I hat argument is rejected by an cm- 
phaiic assertion thal the Messiah was indeed raised from she 
•IftiuJ- 11 ie lUsuixivctiini? k on^e:i|ticiices air cancelled out ' be- 
cause God's decree established a n eecssarv connectitm be- 

■ .■- li n ClrislT resuitection and jurs As Atiam was ru repre- 
Hertlative of his r.tte and so hrougbi draih lo all men ol 
natural birth, so Christ was the representative of His race and 
by hi"', b n:;.: yi;,-’ ’ll U'Cll Uu'l ii, 

It is ro he nr -Ted ibar Paul makes no men lion of rhe 
reiurrettion of unbelievers. If this were the only passage in 
the ?\>w Testament concerning the resurrection, one might 
conclude that I'auL, like a few Jewish rsbhl-,, dr-nieH tht resur- 
rection of iht wicked dead. Pauls account hereof the uLurt 
is extnanoly !:• iei, Ortc no! take silence as a deniab 

Future events predtered in other parts of rhe New [esi iir.cn 
rt'oisi bf fit ted in or around Paul's few details. These fm ire 

3 - Jhh: iM-ir wrot<* a bwi-k, -v 1 am Idd. to shov tow ofirn f'S'.il j^til 
feLfei.tioiii 1 ^'jnMr.ls. this v*rie mi^ht r,a\r |ji:>,.-ii.- ii in' n!&i*:x«. jo Ilia 
■'If CJu'eII iiri i>::i-e Hit:, wr jet moK ir.LHTObto; thcreEba* if ChrijT iN- ri&t, wt ire 
not mimbk" is the Eiliacy of denyirig ine anur^srlont. In ilrncniaty ibftfc 
lTiiith* ih« itudeai it w .iTiliI a-f.ii eh l rl- But Paul ii noi K ml[ of tiiii Jtupidity 
hrtji-jw- ’ ,!>. MncujTicnt dcp> 0 Tijdi. on irsd in.diidei. aUicir prembej. Ou-c |jirir.ise, vtr. 
v ricflr mud, js tha: Chrdti ,s i-.r ‘sfJrit.aruiii."' ir cl. :< be 10 iJioc-, v^ith oH. -i 
■criptumt p*emit«.-WH- pijr ttw-lffU# Frtiit(- Pi«1% i*TRi.r.iwiic is a'iSI a ilfaoi.- beoauit 
H i il!|-.i:!--k llij v|rw of | h,.- : :- j LI T >:■ T] b 4 r, Chflr ir.d C Kr'±J ' , , -jn-.|r>.. 
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events must neither bu denied., nor fitted in carelessly, for 
ill ere ure C o m pi j c-ic Li Oft >. , 

The death itWT Ari.vm Jjrrna.iujh i whO.<kSCeilrfi;-*l I'um 
ium h\ ciVi : t i "ft \ generation was ^ irr r^j flJ and nm merely a 
phvsb a. death, ns Leon M-urris \in }--c. i so clcarLy and consis- 
tently says. Unless ishc recognizes what is meant by death, 
strange interpret a ions will result. Adam's death was first and 
tbremrisi i spb nuid death, ol which physical death was only 
a pari. li row litis n Implicit in the phrase “in Adam all die." 
then i; » necessary to insist, a» is clear!) even if difficultly, 
explained hi Rom arts 5 1 1 2-21, tJv.it the res-uircelion Christ 
•>. ves • .-! those m Him is a y:i . nal as well physical fc. I hi- 
spiritual li e Lu'cin.i when one i- raised to newness o I life J’rom 
i3w death of sin, its PhliI say* ifi Lphesiarrs 2:5-6, "When we 
were dead in -:ns. God marie urs alive with Christ i by gface arc 
yptl >,ived| and resurrected us with f]iiin|,” This Spirir.n' 
msurropfiOn m ust itevci be fnTrtgprcen, even rhrm:;i the main 
thought of the passage is- the physical resurrection of be- 
lt evtris ut Lhe P-jgtoysia. 

.Vleye-j, however, wishes 10 djvopce the bor. y risuncciion 
from spiritual salvation. I he ref ore, he limits the death Adam 
• i ; -uj ■ 1 1 us to physical death UL least For this passage I and 
lrerp rets i r > As ;«! men died physical!) m Adam, all 
men, unbelievers .is well ss believers, will be raised b\ CimsL, 
Now, while it is true ’ha: unbeliever 1 will be raised, Meyer's 
iri.sii'k n'l on Ad-imT death and I in- absence ol all red e i +:oc e 
to un believers . , i be preceding fcypimenl in. ike tins inU-rprc- 
mi ion quite implausible, 

Lvtm iv heh Mryer appeals to the words f Lhc following 
'«sc for croilrmatioji, "each in his qwn rank,” as if each 
included each and c-very hum.n'i hrir:^, ihr rr mai rider of the 
verre. : w« shall sec bi-low, snrak-- only rtf LL ihuse who are 

Christ 

There is unoiher reason- I is-- I -si u-rlt r>t ihe section is 
no i. '-had Ik- raised from the dead”: il is 1 ‘'shall Sjc ma(V 
alive, and tins ve:b never has unbelievers a* trs subject. 
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One muiL. therefore, keep in nrirrd that unbelievers do 
is.. ;i nil i tune into view here. Paul Is n«i denying thul they 
will be raised, bui he passes them over in silence. His purpose 
was to ccrrtforl and Strengthen Lhe Corinthian Christian! and 
for Lhis. Lhe fate ol unbelievers is i,rirelev&n.t- 

2I+-24 "Iti.i r:u h i i:* >w|t rank: CliTisi Lhc hi jsi-lVu ls„ 
then • !-■■<■ Chrisllans :n his Parou.sia ; then the end, when ht 
hands over the kingdom Lo God the Fa liter , when lit- nts 
ilcstioyed every principle and. ever) authority and power,’' 

The first of these two verses contains two ideas- ihar must 
be kL-jii separate, first, each one is resLirr-.rted in his own 
'■JSinii! I ke word occurs only here in tin.* New Testa 

mwt. ii iii i 1 1 : s 1,1 nk. Li docs not mean rtin>»ologicf!i onSvr. 
L he rank can be in ihe form ni a group or a t roop: the 
hop! Lees or the Panitcir division'.- Though jw't eKpiiatly stated 
here, thtac rankings can be taken from 12:28: apostles s 
prophets, teacher*, and -o cui, In additiom fo these raiiklts^ 
the verse also indicates a chronological order, Christ was 
liiised first, *'mWl 2DV0 yeare ago. The fe&uat&lioft oi 
pl those who are Christ’s" is still Future, ll will occur at 
I , FanausSa. I'hcn comes I lie end. The end of what? Since 
In: i wnai" is uof si a mrl, certAisily not ;. ; i ihe phrase ir.se I , 

some cummcntators have said that to telos is tn rite “absi-?tiite 
vopi-n icioii,’' in .-.-irlui ivorrb, not qualified by .my v;.h*M, 
and therefore the absolute end. bitch itn exuknaiLon «ays 
mure than the commentators really ::.ean, for surefv it is not 
l he end ol God oi heaven. Inc c okat musL be qiaolified.. b. 
could mean the '•end of rhfc historical process, fdiaee rlw: con- 
text concerns Liie restiYrtctioti, the most plausible in terpreta 
lion is (tlat Paul means the end of Liu- resurrection; but dtis 
faces tin ■ 'iiba, i .'ssimmi ihm ihe rc.ui > rci.:l i:-: ; or the wicked 
must oaiir in somewhere. One cannot assert that l he resur- 
rection i !:-i.t rii tied until alter the wicked feNss rjlsed. 
Meyer writes, “thereafter [after the rcsmTecrion of the Chris- 
Li.msJ -how siNJtj, however, or how long al'ier the Iharousia is 
ru said— sets in the Iasi am of r:u- rcHitrroclion, -is- cto.t -. 
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width, .i.' is now $clf-cvidcni ...applies to 'lie non-Chris- 

tians * 11 

Elowsl'er, iKs-s. ;s not entirely accurate. One mu.is.1 not for 
gee tha'. Paul makes no irit - rtlioxl wh&ierv'tr of the wicked. His 
aim. as wsus said before w: t $ to comfort the CJiristiansj his alesi 
vr =i y ■ to explain .i! the riclaLls of the oschaTologioal pm- 

It is ;i very brief sdection From ihnt process. AD that can 
logically :ic inferred from these verses is i h a L the rcstirrci non 
of the wicked must come after (he resurrection ol Chris L itftt! 
Ltfuj'e lh+- end. V- fat ;i.s t his ehitiiiici b concerned.. the icstix 
recti o-n of the wricked could occur before, .it the same mo- 
ment vvi ill. or a Jons time after the resurrection of the righ 
toous- To decide win rc, one must try to fit into Pauls sparse 
details whatever is taught elsewhere in the New TestainenL. 
As I'm tin: presem passage, On^ should note that sintO SfOOd 
years intervene m-tween Christ's rcsurrecrion and the rcsiii 
rectioit of believers, it is quite possible ihil 1 I .. end’' Ciirl 
come 10 00 vears later. 

To some people, It seems strange or even suspicious that 
Piiu would live passed over in tiie tlCe what lu ihern is is JllGSt 
importani event, llowevijj, thus K not the only passage in 
which Paul allows omissions, In 1 L'hessilomans, Paul includes 
cet ..!ii Factors not mentioned in I Corinthians a. i j cl omits 
(here wh.r is included here; more so in II ThCiStdortians. T he 
events described m 13 'ITwssaloniiUl-S 2 stem *o important that 
une would think Paul could not have omitted I Hem in the 
F £ iscri i passage., and indeed described Lhem more fully. How- 
ever, Paul limit* himself to lire immediate Oui'recma of the 
Corinthians, ISenei:, P m., mo c^uhaifdogy is not to be re- 
stricted Co the present cr|>is-rl c: n n,ur mu:>i one refuse to insert 
events mentioned by other canonical authors. 

Further, the return of Christ, or the PafGUSia, b nor to he 
taken a-- ^ point in time. '] he Kiij/hsl: versions, hy rhetr use of 
the word coming suggest a point in rime. So da titles, such its 
David Brown’s The .Seed trd .4 dltfTti. Howev-e* , Ptwausia. does 
not raear. a point in tune, and to take U so resu.is in cortftt- 
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siou !tnd exceed i ng ly strained imcTprcl:i:ions. A betrer tvs. as. 
Iitions would, be curif Liddell and Scott have: ’"presence, 
citing Sophocles' Eiectra. “we haw-e no Friends present Lo 
assixi .is." 1'Ki* .vr«c :-.nl'.oi jmd pJby lisc U fm arrival, hut ii 
•s ripoci.iL.', used For The ''visit of a roy .ti or official persim- 
age, 7 ’ and they cite the Teh 1 uni:. Papyri, and i number bf 
inscriptions, A Commentary on Aristotle's AVrvitP rrc \\ ?(t r: 
Etk-cs uses die verb jtwrou.kdse, “lo be putsem," 

A n.i.t i and Gingrich, in addition m similar ei Lac tom, add 
1 Corinthians ' !>: 1 “, where presence is better than corning: 
H Gorin hiarts 3 0:1 Lx, "tiis bodily presfrii-t? is wcak^j aptl 
Pliilippi>n>‘! 2 : 12 . where presence contrasted v, i r I ■ xhsertce. 
There arc, oi course, cases where coitr/ng is a good transla- 
tion, especially wi-th reference, in later writers, to the inesma 
tion. Note also thai EJ J'eter I: If) use* pantxxia to refer o-. 
Christ^ earthly life, during which she Trims figuration t-.- >k 
plare. 

We sh >is . therefore, tntnshiie pMousin as ^rci-enc* mid 
. onsider :t eo he ’ike a Nine's inspect son tour of his terrirorv . 
The vm r might take a month or a year; or in Christ's case z 
i hoLLsand years. Many things eab happen during (he Ktngh 
piesmce. Considering it as only a moment leads eo endless 
exegeiica] difficulties'. 

Ajic-i ter point in this verse, not so important though 
Worth no Line, is ih.t! the verb jjfVd is presen L and. the verb 
destroy is aorist (past). Henee, ilie temporal Older oe evetits is 
Lhc reverse of their t-rammatkal occurrence-: Christ hands 
over the kirigdorti h-'u oi alter He hits destroyed eveiy pi in 
- ip.i.iiv and l:vi:i y uLThority and pcuviT, 

25 "For ht nnxsl rci^ii tsntil hr- puls a.5’ enetnics uru ei 
liis 

1 Iieh vr-srsc is an rcho i>: P^ulm M 0: 1 , ^'hicl Christ >:xc 
get cl in Matthew 22; t+. Fsaim 1 1 0 : 1 might seem lO-SS> ’hal 
the Messiah reigns, in heaven until the Father make* all (he 
Messiah's cncmie.s 3 Footstool it! Messiah's feet. Then S fil 
Tivjs, Christ leaves the Father’s right hand Mid returns lo 
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earth, This Is essentially David brown's vitw in his defense of 
pOSlini) Feminism - 

However, [hi Psalm is puzzling, Jls wording is, “Jehovah 
said to AdonSii. , . hi iSie LXX, Jthouafi is translated 
fiurixy, anti in the New rtStiUftml, K anos means Christ . This 
would Midtt the Palmist s*y, Christ said mmi Christ, sit liiou 
at my risjhi hand. The expiration cniu* l he that die Trinitai’ 
i.m distinctions, though implied, an- obscured in she OLd 
Testament; and Paul gives the New Testament interpretation 
that Christ, 1 limsdf, itot the Father, shall destroy all enemies, 
:i Piet Hie return, ;md deliver the kingdom to His Father., 

lids v and ihc Iasi, ukn together, suggest that 
Christ ’sf victory over If is foes is, not instant menus. 11 is rci^r, 
lakes lime, and it seems lh,Li i; ss a lime of war, 

$£f> “The la-si enemy, death, is rendered powerless." 

Tht present tens? imidpsuii ihe future victory - Death ;s 

hert personified, or perhaps Death is the name oF ;l Stilarut 
demon {cf. Rev, 20; 14). 

C7 ‘ ' = >r he pm all things under Ins feet. But when he 
ihiLt dl things have heufti put under, dearly he is ex- 
cepted who pqc all things under him.” 

As tht previous verse crliocd Ps-tlm J ! Lh 1 , so i his verse 
quotes Psalm >8: ft an almost verbatim quotation of the I, XX, 
Psalm 8:7, Some libcnds delight in a tracking verbal inspiration 
tin i he ground [hut many quotation* in the New Testamcn ! are 
Uol verbatim, tc never ncs m's to them that Paul, like any con- 
• ;• Mil believer, ran paraphrase, weave several msc« tp* 

gather. (Vi niiikr- slight verbid illusions without dcnyuigpterwiry 
and verba! in spiral ion, Further more, Paul was writing Greek, 
not Hebrew; and bke ns, he used- hers: at tiny rate- n trafisia- 
lion to which the doctrine of imcrmtcy does not apply. Though 
the l.XX js iifot inspired ary more than KJ is, Paul l>y iospira- 
limt guarantees the truth oi wiiat In: writes. Jlv the Spirit, Paul, 
u, diku modern bcLir-ver;-., could idd to imcl exphlin the Old 'U*s- 
l ament. Dm could charge Paul with error only if he used Fie* 
brew .mi! put tgvot3i ion muiks..aroulld the wrong words. 


Chapter 1$ 


SC 7 


[L>- i l-.-’I trouble here is the exegesis ■ ■ f th( Psalm. tn the 
Old Testament, it appears to refer (O [he human rave as ihe 
. ol cre.iiiou, mu Paul applies the words to Christ. 1 r: ■:■ 

farm* application occurs in Fphcsiaiis 1 :!?3J, Hebrews. 2; ft, and 
possibly I P«rr H;22. As Christ deduced life after death from 
the phrase “the God of Abraham," SO here, Paul mi 

inspired inference from the PsaJin. Probably the connection is 
that Chrisi is i he perfect man, and henci-. tn Him belong in 
super! cv! measure the glory and majesty of sinless humanity. 

Ihenr is another peculiarity about this verse. It implies 
that Gtd, the Father, puts All things- under :he font of Christ, 
and rh.ir mis is the reason God is nr.it included in the "all 
things.” Together vrilh what follows, there seems to be a 
subordination of ihe Son n> iliy Fj^her. Yet above in ]?:2h, 
v, nli tts reference to Psalm J H>, ii is Chris!. Himself, and nol 
she Father, who does the subjecting, I'hc difficulty, .is was 
previously explained, is resolved by the doctrine jt>f the 1'iin- 
:n with Lhis addition.! In the Psalm, the Trinitarian ciisl;m ■ 
lions were obscured; in the New Testament, they are made 
explicit, However, in making them explicit, tk New 
mem ar mnrs attributes the work i>l one Person to another 
and conversely, As Jesus said, l can do nothing at all b\ 
myself; I tan do only what r we the Father doing, for what 
the Father does, Those are the things the S' mi stmLJarh does. 
! I hi;. is not. a verba -im quotation, though the Greek lex; lici 
ttpim hr fori: me. Of course, i do not claim in spiral ion, Em; 
the paraphrase makes it clear that writers sometimes aliude t i 
■met vi rti use the words ol the text without intending a com- 
plete verbatim i||uotatJion.) 

Tht immediate purpose of 13: 5? 7 j s no* assure the Gorin- 
I that dead will be conquered. I'his verse is tin icason 
lot the preceding: death cann -01 escape destruction it-dditeSf 
the bon and iht Faihci will put all ihings linden His foot, 

£8 "And when he subjects all tilings io him, r hen eIk- 
lion htiriiScli will he subjected to him who subjected ill ihlftgs, 
in uvilr-r [hat God ntay be all Lhings in all | Christians ?] 
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1 1’n': .ifr cw < problems hm. Fiisi, >-iic is #.gsi:ii can- 
fronted t K somcllfiinj' that Could be taken .cs ;l deni .tl nr ;l 
v/eakeriiiig vi' the full Dc-ity oi the Vui; iand second, oiic may 
wtiriiEi'! whether the ' ; n.j| phrase teaches universal Mth = <m. 

Jin first problem lias been attacked in many ways, 
An^iiitine tried to explain it as the subject ii.>n or the Atuttan 
rut Hire of Christ. At faesE r this is inadequate., Sonic Nice no 
expositors, in their nrtkiecy to defend the hardly yflt estab- 
lished doctrine of the Trimcy. resorted to che dSfpcrate ex- 
pedient of inter prating "the Son’" as (he Cburdi, His body, as 
In 1 2: 1 2, where the word Christ rn cans the Church. 

There is, however. a better : i ti > - ,in ettsit r soltition. Is i-i 
dudes, but goes beyond, Augustine. The wxt says thf Hem 
will be subjected, J is not nencHsiLCY to understand (bis term 
to mean the Svh 6 1 ''God in Trinitarian strict ness, Jesus often, 
referred m Himself as i he Npji of Man, This title is ndl, its too 
often asserted in popular sermons, a designation of Christ's 
human nature, li is =1 designation of the Messiah jn Mis miv 
siouv No doubt the Messiah- Mediator had to have a hulYitm 
nature, bvi the title refers to tiic Messiah »nd the task for 
which that Person was anointed {Moisi/fh means anointed, ihe 
Gri-eit - i which is, Ckritt ). it w.ts the divine plan that the 
Tfiuiuiriim Son should assume the Messianic function and 
culminate history by Hii vitttuy over deaths Then, after Me 
shall have accomplished ! Lis. function, the MAssauk mission 
will cease, and God will be .all in all. Obviously, the victory 
over death is not yet complete, and Paid writes (o astute the 
Cteinihiaiis that ihc completion will come. 

I he second problem w.i:-, (b;i: of univers.ilism. Does (he 
phrase ‘"rival Got! may be all Mnnps in ill" mean lin'd even- 
tually somehow everybody will be saved? 

It Ik conceivable that a conscientious unive rSalkt rri ; c.ft i 
express Eii„ view only in veiled hj-n(s, for ftai nf encourj^inj? 
iitdiricfence :iu3 Oiurck'SsriCsS in place of love and obedience 
to God. Is ibis, phnise such veiled hint? 

t he ■ii-p.,! jve answer is. supported by [wo irensidcraiidns. 
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(be second of which is the more important, First, if the pre- 
ceding interpretation of Christ's sacrifice is accepted, the uni- 
vcr^itlist hint recedes farther into live background of obscur- 
ity, In a passage which does not even mention tile rtsurrCc- 
lion lA the wicked, che inference It? Ihetr salvation from (he 
fulfillment of the Messianic mission is too tenuous to be 
taker: seriously. However, the second and conclusive point is 
that from the first, (he- Messianic mission did not include- the 
salvation of che reprobate. God gave the Son a certain people, 
ttS j i I i-i 3 7 ivpc at s Srvt ud t i mes ove r l and J cStrs came to savi 
Mis people, When He died on ihe cross. He had no intention 
pf saving everybody — for example. JudaK and chc earlier i n - 
habitant!; of Sodom, Scripture, particularly Jesus Himself, 
speaks of hell, outer darkness, the fire chat is not quenched, 
and says Lhal this condition is everlasting. He , said of judas 
that it would have been better for him never to have been 
born. This could not have been s-tudl of JudSa*. had he been 
destined to ultimate salvation. Since Jesus- saw His seed and 
cl-ci satisfied (Isa, and since lie finished ihe work Lhe 

J- i (her gave Him, and since the Lord has done wkatiW He 

pl<: used, both in heaven and on earth (Fs. 135:6)-, it follows 

that the Messianic mission did nor include ihe salvation of 
oir\ human individual, Worse, too. for chc universal ists is 
their, further implication that Satan, too, cm their view, must 
be included. The bLble knows nothing of cliis, and Imre, the 
paragraph ends, or almost. At any rate, the main material on 
the Parousia is completed, 

Kvcursus on Eschatology 

Hodge and many others, as an introduction to tbei^ Stp- 
merits against premitlcnnialiicn, deprcciic it as an old Jewish 
prejudice, Hodge- says (I Cor. 15f24), “the form which this 
doctrine lias commonly assumed in ancient and modern times 
is only a modified Judaism, entirely ac variance with lbtr 

duality of the Gos-]x:l arid with the teachings ol rhe atKt&- 
t3t- in ihiis chapter." These Wunds giw (he impression that 
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Judaism bai! u unitary eschatological doctrine and was agreed 
on the nutter oL :: milkrtiUid kingdom, These Words also 
assert chat this Jewish doctrine cum radius I Corinth jans Ifi. 
From Lhis, one infers ihkl it was equally a misinterpretation 
of the Old Testament, 

II anyone wishes i,ra dig a little deeply into the argument, 
he ought t-*s pay tome attention to what Judaism taught , for 
iltei'r was no coTisfnsiis from 250 H-C:. m A.f>. 3tHI, such as 
I! iij- seems t > .* suggest. Of course, there are Jewish doeu- 
nmlls to which Hodge can appeal and, uS they ijcprfcsem a 
good number ol t thins over aihhc rem nties, I lodge can wi ll 
consider lhis sufficient. 'I he main question is, however, were 
these mb his uniformly mistaken to tbeli interpretation of the 
Old Testament? Or, more Specifically, docs I Corinthians cx- 
eludt alt their views? The views ate various and conflicting- 
fiincc the} l armm all be right, some must have been misimer- 
prelalions of the Old Testament, but it is at least possible that 
others understood Li correctly. One must distinguish between 
the Apocrypha find the Psetldopigrapha oil ihc one hand- and 
these were not consistent among themselves— and on the other 
hand, i he rabbinical writings of the Tannaitie (the first two 

ceiunHrs pf our era) and riff Am I waac r 2 a-tj-Ji 0(j } peri utis, but h 
of which showed some divergencies within themselves. 

Hschalologti covers many; details, l^ei us begin with the 
question as t < > whether all men are to be raised from the 
dead, or only jom« men, 

Pre-Christian Jewish literature Idem if ted the day of Mcs- 
si.th (ike day of the Lord) with the future world, (o&im Afflfrd; 
Heh- afam is &jOq in Grcd, *fl$| or age in English), It was the 
Absolute consummation of salvation and included the resur- 
rection vt tile dead. 

Poit-Cbrisititn Judaism separated the day ol Messiah from 
oi&m iW™, The Messianic period i.s i In end period of the 
present Age. Therefore, the resurrection does not occur in Jh«- 
Messiaoh age, bur ai the beginning of rite- futufe world (the 
eternal stale). 
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In [he third century, the Complete Consummation was 
put in the Messianic age a return to pre-Christian Judaism h 
and the righteous dead would he redirected in the land of 
brack 

The rabbis discussed rhe fate of unrighteous jews, hut 
they had little Cu nothing to Say as to (he resurrection of 
Gentile unlu-licvL-rs-, '1 he views were many. 

ti Maccabees in the Apocrypha stresses the resurrection 
of those who died for Israel in the waste oT liberation. There is 
nothing else m the Apocrypha. The Pscudepigrapha teach the 
texurrceliori of all men. for cuamp-lr: tinocti in Some passages 
teaches a universal resurrection, hut the martyrs and the righ t- 
eous receive clearer mention. The TestoM.eni of the Twelve 
ftifriiirciis (c. 100 U.G.) refers to a universal resurrection. The 
Pwittfr of Solomon lils-o e. J00 ES.C.) mentions only the res 
ujirecrion pf The righteous, W %zm (A,U- lfifti has a universal 
resurrection* and the Sibyl tine QtqcIcs also tS- A.D, 80). 

The uibbimeal literature (c, A.D. 5-0-200} holds ton uni 
versa] resurrection, though Josephus says that the Pharisees 
denied the res urrrc. urn of the wit keel. Later, sorai suggested 
.in imrtib'ilalioti of the wicked. Sbfiftt had two gioups of 
wicked: one annihilated^ the other punished forever, l^ater, 
only right eo e-tt Isruftit er were to be raEsed. After A.D. 2 LlO, 
the universal resurrection became more widely accepted, lot 
the rcAS'-m ihat The wicked would have to rise hi nrdei u> be 
judged by God at the- last day. 

The fcSU rrcction, naturally* i-s only on.e point in csdla 
tology, but h is established that there were divergent views on 
the matter, and one cannot talk simply of the Judaisticview. 

Mext, there come the still more complicated views on ihr 
rrbtkm of the present world with the day of the Exird and 
with (he future world. It mighl he said by way of an im:o- 
ductory aissimpi ion that -although the Plwisee* of Christ’s 
day seriously misconstrued parts of the Old rcstamern- ii (he 
Jews found certain impfications in the Old Te-stamcn i, [liCSC 
should not offhand be rejected as all Jewish superstitions. 
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One should rcmember i he possibility (hat some of these 
views have been correct interpretations Arid that The 

brew Testament confirms them, The Jewish scribes replied 
instantly and correctly when Herod asked them where the 
Messiah was to be bom- Why could they not, have had some 
correct ideas on eschatology also? 

Mrning the relation between this world and the com- 
ages, one must again distinguish the preCbristian 
productions from the later rabbinical waitings. I -ronri lhc 
former, Strack und Billerheck {A'ci-Jnitu-iiiflir flu# Tat mud u, 
Midtfasfh, Vbi. IV pp. 7®l-B0l!i have foituiULvly coiktled ;l 
long aerie*- of phrases and have w'Ovttl tljem. Itigethtt Lit tin 
l impressive sfHirftieiti of jew j sit hopes. Resouruh tig with Old 
Teicameru phraseology, a longer than usual quotation is 
worth Ehe space. 

The Apocrypha and the Pscudepigrapha, like the Old Tes- 
tament, contrast the glorious future with the painful present 
iit which the Israelites are untrue to God and oppressed by 
their enemies: 

’In the end of days, when the time determined by God is 
fulfilled, when (he oppression af the hostile world-powers 
threatens to annihilate brad, (he cry of the persecuted, She 
prayers of the righteous, and (he- pleas of the saints will be 
heard- God mobilizes Ji i -s myriads of angeis, strikes che earth 
with the word of his wrath, annihilate the heathen, world- 
powers, and subjects for aJL eternity the sinners and unright- 
eous to th-f great judgment. 

llJ 3 he scattered remnants of the people of Israel gather sn 
Jerusalem, and the nty of God, including the temple, is re- 
built iit trier tid glory. The righteous rise from the sleep of 
death and ^ ume of never-ending prosperity arid blessing be- 
gins For Lhe pious. r r , All men are ihen righteous and wiih- 
OUl sin. - ■ . The tree of life U planted in the holy place of 
God's temple and provides lift to the elect and humble, God 
himself dwells in the midst ol the pious, find all the world 
will know that he is Israels Father and they are his children. 
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Then will the heathen he com-tareed and will pr;.i V to God 

in Jerusalem- 

"'lit- who brings about this radical change for the bene fit 
of l&iarl is, in the lexis cited, without exception, God. Never- 
ihcl-es-s i he cooperation of cresucd instruments is not ts- 
cl tided. I he prophet i lijah tv ill jest on.- the tribes of £$- 
raeL . .< The archangel Michael will bring in the future time 
of sfitaftion-^n idea ihai must have come from Dan, 12: 
i. . . . Jn those pseudepigraplK* that mention rhe Messiah, si is 
naturally he who brings in the ruiure consummation {Em/ck 
S'- 90 is .in exception). . . . Girded with power from God he 
-h.siH.rs siicked rule, cleanses Jerusalem , and destroys the 
godless heathen by the word of Its month. Their he gathi-TS 
the holy people to reign wer them in righteousness. , . . 
Neither horses nor horsemen, neither silver nor gold, nor ihe 
mass til [he people is his hope; Jehovah, before whom he will 
arraign the heathen, is his Es.in^ and his hope,... Himself 
sinless he can rub over a great people md make away with 
sinners by his mighiy word-’' 

Those who wish to reject all Jewish speculation ,i> pre 
judicc and super** hi on must take Account, of the assertion 
above that ihe Messiah is without sin. Granted, dne phrc.se- 
ulofcy li<un A cloven Jewish pre^Chrislism books fur Owunple, 
Judith, Sitach, Tabn f II dhicc^bAt-e.-;, Enoch, jubilees - may 
not in ill points correctly cxegcle the Old Testament, but 
they arc nOr hypocritical, Pharisaic distortions. Even the na- 
l i. malislic Language sounds much like Zt-charhsh 3. In $13, (he 
echo oF the Old Testamcru is loud and dear. 

At the same time, it must he noted that, exuberant in 
[heir Mt-ssianism* their views are dll restricted to this World. 
The Messianic Age ii. the lime o-f complete salvation; [her*- is 
no hint of an age beyond- The only ConilOSt is between the 
righteous Jews and the sinners sorm-wherc in (he- background. 

En the century before Christ, the Testament of she Twelve 
Eu ■ dstTi- h f offers a marked rfuaU&Lk world view- Thtflrt: a 

strong contrast between God in heaven and Satan on earth 
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Uu- air is Iris habiialkm (cf, Bph. 2;^}, Satan's opposition to 
God is described fu deiml; he seduces men. SEicmtlates fcbel- 
ih-ri iCfjuJYst God, inspires chc heathen against 1 1 iu- Jews. Ac 
the end o time. Got; will make war against Satan, wil] re- 
deem .til men imprisoned hy Satan, and will ca-v; him into 
everlasting fiftfr At that 'i«ur, Hit M«s:i di will appear. 

If -some of the previous citations ■■■.ere pretniticiiariun or 
ibis-worldly, .tnd ii sojs mak^s m-odtirt premillerifdrirojisrn ■ 1 - 
| civish prejudice, here wc have a Jewish mnilleiMiivtllsm !• is to 
be sure this- worldly , loo. The Messiah will pour ottl blessing; 
on His people, Jerusalem will no longer be vasec, war will tease, 
•ini the jews will return. A scepter ot s i^iacuejussics.s T-vdlt b+- tx- 
unckd to the Gen riles, ant! all who rail on the name of chr: Lord 
will he saved. The Patriarchs wilt he rcSurretLcd first (of; 
E C hess- 4: 10}, tlitn all the dead, some to glory, some to shame 
and eccnnaC iin-. I he righicvius will rejoice m the Mew |emsa- 
lom,,mdi Got! will dwell in thiif midst forever. 

Wxt is the book of ft'NOcA {c r 1 tit] B.C.)- Ic contains a 
long figurative section arid a chapter that ii more literal. Be- 
tween them, there is some difference, 

En Palestine, the im mortality of the 1 sou] was introduced 
lii mi Hellenistic [udrism. At death, righteous souls go tmrm- 
diateJy u> heavt n, where iluu remain until the resurrection. 
I he Messiah hen appears mc.irlh with the heavenly congre- 
gation of the righteous dead to bring salvation to fsrsurL After 
Israel re-turns l< = ■(.> hind wad alter the resurrection of lhc 
i had. ri'ie Messiah completes the judgment of all the godless, 
t.vil is banished; heaven and earth are changed; and the bless- 
ibg continue; forever. 

Sinw lilt righteous dead experience heavenly blessings 
(Juries the nuciinodi -te Stale, they can hardly be "demoted" 
by [heir return to ejrlh. The eiirih must be changed; and this 
kutufif gives (hi Messlank agi- a thoroughly supernatural 
ch$ Meter; ]l is, therefore, no longer the present age, Its 
world-order ip new, there tie, therefore, ivo eons, not three. 
No co n comes after ihe day of the Lord. 
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The non fi git i aiivc portion of Eftmh (chap. ? L ) shows 
spine differences. Al the beginning, ol E he Christian era, the 
opinion «iv; introduced that the compEetlpn ot salvation 
:. ikes place iii heaven. n<>( on earth. This vit w was aided by 
the idea of immortality. Why should the righteous’ dead, id- 
ready in heaven. return in earth? This would indeed he -i 
demotion. Here is a complete break with the earthly, ruirio-n- 
.•i.srk cscha tidog;. of the old synagogu . I he Slavic humh 
and '.he ds»mjN»w of Mow* akt* a*se.iri that there is no 
I .mhl-, Messi-uiie kingdom, fhe contrast now i- no i between 
twt i a^L's on earth, hut between this world and (he next. The 
second age is an "endless age," where there vit! be neither 
months-, rtoi days. IW>f ho UR, 

TW naiipnalisiiM b-npei. however, were 50 strong that 
compromises had to !>e sought. Thus, the Syrian ApOcalypt# 
of Hartnri ic- A,D, SO} says tbaL (he Messiah wd.fl destroy 
Rome. I'hen. IJe will judge all people. Those who treated Lhe 
JewS well. He will allow lo live; the uLher; He wil] put Eo the 
sword. Then. He will He on His eternal throne. The resurrec- 
tion comes aflr 1 the Messianic judgment on Rome and before 
ihf world to come- ‘I'he final judgment comes after rhe resur- 
rection, and the Messiah return; to heaven when Hi; inter 
mediate age is ended. In This compromise, ihe nationalism is 
lowered to ihe Status of an intermediate period. This cahrtot 
form a great contrast wlih the present wtuld, bm is really .1 
I km rr. mt conclusion of it. 

IV Ezra has two eons,. The present or first toll is to pan; 
away : it ic corruptible, sad, and Siinf'uL. A( Ihe determined 
in ■, the .Son of God, son of David, the Messiah, will appear, 
with ,dl who tire His, to redeem creation- Ai His coming, the 
rtruion.s will Stop fighting again;! each other and join to fight 
Him. He will crush them by His word. He will even judge 
Rome. Then, the ten iribes will gather from exile and rectum 
to Palestine, where the Messiah wil! show hem great won- 
ders. I he first wonder will be (he Mew Jerusalem. J he inrist 
hie, iicavenly Jerusalem wilt descend to cart n tmd wil] be- 
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completely bn ill OH powerful iburlifatjo-ns in great glory. The 
Vk:ssja;n if period will be: 400 -.curs. i hr i, he Messiah lii -, 
and all who have human breath. 1 hen, for seven davs the 
world changes into the silence ol the primeval -chaos, TSien* 
tire eon awakes, the scccm<l eon, iIk eternal future world, Sin 
and disorder are banished; unbelief is exterminated; ri^ht- 

ewi»!K?sj arid null are ascendant. I'hk mw Age begins with 
the rt-sufreoliorli and [he worid judgment. Sinners burn in hell 
i5:,.;i Tin- rij'htc u- aye hh oo .1. E; rh:ir rhe pburv id tin 

new can is the earth. Baruch harl said heaven, the two agree 
Ll'i-j e lJu: main contrast is between this sinful ag; and the 
eternal . Note the seven tlay> of recreation, between l.iie 
Messianic period and the ueri'tul ape, 

tin- rah bint ea I i ter at a r<- be- 1 1 >re A. [.>. 7i :• hardly w 14 a 1 1 k >u s 
two- Egcs, 'f even the I uure world, ior. 1 he Mew Testament 
snows that the contrast was common from A.D. 30-50, and 
if it 1 A D. 70, i; appears in the rabbinical Ultra lure. 

I'hese «o]tj:i.^4 ajt! u«? mainly with IV Ezw. I'hc Messianic 

period is n- <1 he consummation, [he present sinful world 
continues u ft L i i the resurrection and final judgmenL. Then 
1 oriies the new tort, whose place is on earlh near jetaasatem. 
One rabbi said that the Messianic period lasted 40 years, as 
did the wilderness journey. During ibis period, the land of 
Israel was P-gained through war and the defeat of the en-o 
lilies. Ks*,b!'i Aqibu.. ihi rd'orc, docs -ioc hesii-atf to call the.*ge 
Following rhe Messiah, the age yd Old Testament ccmsumma- 
tkiu, simply Ola TTj haba- 

! hi- mjjmi . ol rAbb-is from A.D 70-21)0 d-a not merge 
the Messianic- period wiili rhe end days of ihis age. The two 
are roitti ailed. The Messianic age fulfills die Old TeS Lament 
Messianic prophecies and tulruiiuilct in 'he tstikdisfrmcm fit 
Ood';t r ■ Is on earth. As rhe kingdom <ii God ul* earth can 
have nothing in common with the kingdoms of piis world, 
iu v ii her can there I f ,v vi '■ iig common between the day of 
Mes&ial mb the vlam kaze.h. Still, rhe Me scran lc gge h noL the 
1 :n and i l> ; I <.i.m summation, Tin day of the Lord is neither 
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slum hazeh {this world) nor olam haba. it is a period ol lime 
between rhe I wo. Such is the main view of 1 1 if Taunaitic 
period (A.D. 7 0-2 DO), 

Afl« the Tanmiitic period, the Amoiaic rabbi* {250- 
h [>[)), who p:d dr. - : l* i lie i wo t'Mrnuds, introduced two ni od.i- 
fk a lions. The first tjF .he.i-t was a return Lc the view u-i Rabbi 
Ac' ii" fin MeSsianit period belongs c ■ [his world. Howy-yir, 
they lengthened its duration to 4000 years, rhe re ai : , there- 
fore., just Lwo ygts. The second modi ication also has two 
:u[cs, but he second is both the age' j Jf the Messiah and she 
final ois.-M haba rise Messianic age is identified with the final, 
eternal state. 

One E-tes, therefore, .hat there was a variety ol views 
iiiidng flu- ■ I Nib. Aiv-h' had three ages: Some 1.1 1 i two; ;fei i 
rhos* who had twti described them differently. In some, ;h(' 
Messianic '.imes were on ruth, some or a rejuvenated earth, 
anti some nc. oft earth at ail. Differences have also been 
indicated with vesper; to the resurrection. Some rabbis held 
■.hat all of the dead are 10 be raised; sonic svi d only the 
AgfiL^ous will be raised; and some said the righteous and a 
pan of the wicked dead will be raised, while Lhe others will 
be annihilated. 

Obviously , nut ill of these views can be right, However, .il 
ci.t^ ikh follow thai rhey were al. wrong, [r is possible hat 
even in line rabbi's itHcrpr-L" r lion, ooe pin may be light 
while another pari is wrong. Consequently . the premillennial 
■ in: '. 1 1 t>C dismissed simply as il Jewish prejudice, Oite 
in ust studt rhe Old f esLament and dutide whether or not ail 
the rah bis wore always niisiakctt; and cuwr nuisi excgfic 
I Corimbians, and detfiirnsne whether Paul in chapter l j tk fi- 
nitely rules oul A Messianic age. Meyer finds Mosslank infer- 
ences frequently an 1 Qn mthrans. The present writer thinks 
he is several nms mistaken, buL thv exegesis in i> aimmen- 
rary will not conclude ■ h a 1 Paul lias ruled out the ick 1 of ;■ 
miilcimiuffl , 

The idea th.it f.-tul dufinliivi-n rid::.', out all notion o' 
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millennium is (he thesis of Gcerhardus Vos in his The Pauline 
Eschatology . Vos faces ihe problem of relating Revelation 2(\ 

to the Pauline eschatology by introducing his views with 
slums, prejudicial assumptions, Hr.- Accuses the milk miurian} 
of "a reckless abuse of ihc fundamental principles of OT tw- 
g-ssis, a pt i t-rsion invading iiwnlaldv the jmv mots of N I exe- 
gesis . . a daring litcralizing and concretising of ihe sub- 
stance of OT revelation , . , its Long tortuous course,’' and 
other prejudicial language. Mow concretely, he objects to 
“the large mould of the Pauline eschatological teaching f be- 
ing | reduced to the narrower, pictorial measures of ibe Apoc- 
alyptic vision” |‘p, 22&). 

In answer, i?ne may say that the scope of the Apocalypse 
is as large And inclusive ns Paul’*. However pictorial many 
sections of the Apocalypse are, the whole is far from narrow, 
ll begins with the fiisL century churches in Asia Minor, l3ien 
covers a certain amount of history, the details of which are 
admittedly difficult to identify, proceeds to the Pa/ousia and 
the millennium, and concludes with heaven- This is as sweep- 
ing a scope as Paulk. 

Vos thirsks it narrow probably because it includes some 
details that Paul does not mention. However, even if the 
Apocalypse were not so large in it* mould, and if it had only 
details, slid ihc-se should not he set aside; they should be 
fitted into the briefer and. more summary Pauline Statement. 
After alt, what is wrong with details? Paid omitted ihe “dc- 
tai]” of the resurrect ion of the wicked. .Arc we, C here Fore, 
compelled to disregard it? However, with respect to fitting in 
details, Vos finds it “difficult to escape the feeling that Lilts is 
an unmethodical procedure”; bur others cannot escape the 
feeling that Li is the only proper methodology . 

Further, while precnillcmmans, like people of other per- 
StMiSiOiYS,- have made mistakes, and some have made stupid 
mistake*, it is not helpful to reject p rein ilk mikdism *4 such 
"Vi ihc ground that tt is a “rcr-kicss abuse of the fundamental 
principles of OT exegesis.” "a naive faith such a mentality 
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involves," and that the imwemtul should be "psy. Hologically 
studied’ 1 (p. 227 ). Could not one reply ihai a psychological 
Study of the Dutch ntentaUli might indicate prejudice m the 
opposite direction? Vos even complains that the term 'vhil- 
i i-.ni" i-^ "unapt k chosen, because the duration ol Lht inter- 
val .ii. might have been six, hundred, or four hundred, .. . 
Since, h. -wever, in common usage tlie number ‘one thousand' 
it laid at the basis, the flcwgnatkm may be allowed to stand 
by reason of the preference of ihe vast majority of adher 
entssi . . r ev-cn chough it is a case ofj prcjttdically fixing the 
duration 1 * (p.228)/ 

l!ew sad that the Apostle John spoke so unaptly! Is;: 
not Strange that although the rabbis varied the Messianic age 
from 40 i<j 4(.i 00, Vo* ignores the fact ibat the apostle by Lhe 
Luspiraiboci of the Holy Spirit wrote one thousand? Vos al- 
low* lhe length of o?re lftoui-Hn.il and the term mpfretttfJktH 
only beta use of -‘cixnrnfiii usage*' and "the preference pt the 
v.LE-l majority of adherents 3 " (p. 22 S)l and repeats the char-: 

“prejudkiaify listing the duration,” Such a bias against 
! uhis's Rr;-rlutk*t\ is incredible 1 

bi ,i less prejudiced vein, before ilu: exegesis begins, Vi>s 
assumes that “Paul conceives of the present Christian state, 
ideally inn side red, as lived oil so high a plane ilui nothing 
less nor Inuei ihtm the absolute State of the eternal consum- 
mate kingdom appears as ns worthy sequel. J . : represent ii .is 
followed by some intermediate con (til ion . . . Would be frt the 
nature of .i;i nutLi-liruax ” :pp. 2:h r i-OHb). 

Two things need to be said about (his assertion. first, in 
ii, Vos denies (be possibility cd :i milknniuni rti the future. 

■ 3e d.H/S itpt hold that Paul is simply silent. He holds that 
Paul’s words and th ought definitely rule emu! all i milennial ism, 
! iii-i IS the com kl*id« he aims at, and we must see whether 
his .ii goiiuni sustain* dll'- conclusion, I lie Second point ;s 
that this assumption, ilum die Christian state ii live I nil such 
a lii^h plftoc, still ilec-ds exegesis to sustain ir. [even if the 
Ctnis ti an life, ideally cousin frerf, k as glorious AS Vi:.s says. 



im 


Chftptfr 15 


t Cnj'iitllians t Ms-clf, Ehow s how far below the idea! the actual 
is. Sudi Actualities do iiu( make a millennium an an: id I max. 
On the conliury, the millennium appears to he an entirely 
worthy conclusion u> -m earthly history. Even ip:»er from 
exegesis, rhere could be tii'u i Lie" purposes, either not revealed 
or only obscurely disclosed, that a millennium would serve. 
However, exegesis is the rest. U is possible, indeed «i occurs 
frequently enough, Fot prejudiced theologians to give excel- 
lent in u-rp'ciiu ions of many passes- The remarks here are 
inti iiderl only to warn lJic reader not Lo approach these jkis- 
sages wit'll Vos' strung antipathies. Calling autcitlimi to these 
docs no! refute- his views, hul it renders theiu suspcci. J: rdso 
jj lints uu! die defidrflet of his methodology, Howevfcr, the 
conclusive decision must be based on the grammatical possi- 
bilities of the text. 

After giving a brief account oF the several Jewish views,, 
Vos begins his exegesis of r Ceuirsiliiam. und three othei pa*- 
s.iges. He describes the millennial position thus: As in Adam 
all die, all men without exception .ire resurrected by Chrisi, 
including die wicked. Since l Tj :2 3 specifics only Christians* 
1 !i:5M itw • : > e refer to the end of the resurrection process and, 
therefore, to x icsun'cciioii of the wicked a thousand years 
after Si s return. lie also scents to imply that the millennial 
view necessitates corns truing tagma in .t chronological sense 
(p„2!37), This is riot an uri Fair description oT pKmLJeiuirian' 
ism. lit fact, ihts rxt niseis will conclude with, an examination 
nf the tier's of a scholar who holds just riwt- 

Npw, it: Lhis discussion, :( is necessary, in order not to he 
overwhelmed by the details of many interpretations of many 
phrases, to distinguish three positions, \‘<» wants to prove 
that fa«.l denies ail possibility of a millennium; the view Vo.s 
has just described aims to show that Paul inches or implies 
that there as :t millennium after which the wicked dead are 
resurrected.:; but the third viewy ,md the one taken here and 
defended in the coin memory, is that Paul's amount b (OO 
brie l to imply (he one or the other. ISoth Vos and the pre- 
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rst. ilk i in :.i lists he hits described can mate telling pom is aghast 
ejvch other] but this is because they both press the text ton 
far. 

Vns, is certainty correct, no maner whose view ,b different . 
that the phrase, “so in Christ shall all be made alive, 11 docs 
not primarily refer to the resurrection of the body. It refers 
ic regeneration. Nonetheless, and ibis is what makes regen 
.‘-non relevant to the Corinthian passage, the salvation that 
regeneration initiates certainly entails a bodily resurrect ion; 
but c 1 1 l. possibility remains open (so Jar ,a$ this one passage is 
concerned) that since the wicked are noE made utivi\ neither 
are they resurrected, 

the commentary also gives a different interpretation of 
the word l&gmo from chat which Vos -ascribes io the pre- 
millcnarians. and would deny that "since Chirist in his resur- 
rection ttewts afetur, [hc| cannot Form a fagmu by himself- " 
Vos is undeniably correct when he says, “No plausible reason 
hi be aEsiftricd why Paul should have written ihc danse 
'Christ the first fruits 1 at all, unless he meant to assign to 
Christ a dearly defined place in rhe order of the wsunfe- 
(iori” i'p, 242). 

However, these two points Favor the first as tittle as the 
second] they favor the third, noncommittal position. This js 
particularly important because of Vos' conclusion: “If then 
Lagnta hr given (he sense of 'order/ Tank,' and ChriiL COffigS 
in the first lagma, every necessity fall* away for inferring 
ItorcL (he mode of statement ihat there musl be a further 
layTUA beyond (FuiL of Chili.! and thaL of believers, and for 
finding here, in con sequence o F Ehe other rendering, the doc- 
trine of a twofold resurrection. One before and one after the 
millennium 7 ' (p, 24-3). This conclusioi] is I i (C'T4i Ify correct: 
ihcie is no mrjfltry inference front 1 Corinthians alone iha? 
there must be y third [agma in the sense of a third resurrec- 
ts However, ibis i:> ucu what Vos really means. "I his 

imly means that the resurrection of the wicked is neither 
citpLLi it nor implicit in 1 Corinthians, Vos, however, wauls a 
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resurrection of the wicked and lie does not wai:l a miiten 
ntmii, Hunfflvci, neither of These two points follows tmcw.- 
wr-ify from his argumentation, 

Vos continues to describe his opponents: " Lhc risne 
elapsing between Lite resurrection of believers and The final 
resurrection must be a protracted period * , , (because] Lhe 
firs l baton [when] merely names in the Prestnt Sobjunctive 
the pojnr of limr when The final resurrection talces place . . . 
ihe second fcoUtm names in the Aorist Subjunctive [he period 
after which be resurrection will ©ecu: >P ip. 237). Thai is i.u 
0-1 v, i.i 5 unde^sEand rightly, the moment when Christ hands 
i>ver the kingdom to God is the moment of the resurrection 
of t lie wic kt-i-i ; and r his occurs vfter He has abolished alt 
powers, including' death. Whether or not prcrnillcnnialists 
have to argued, the view scums impossible because die abol 
ishsng of all powers h not complete before the resurrection of 
lhe wicked. The resurrection of the wicked cannot occur 
after He has abolished death. In this, Vos makes a point against 
thus? pieimllennarian* w bo so itadi, but he makes no advance 
cm< i.i jiroving bis own position. 

Similarly inconclusive arc his remarks on the word <rf« in 
S'>-5i+- He acknowledges (p. 243} iliat this word could have 
been used to mike*'? a long pciiod between Chris t's return 
and the end. However, hr: insists, and rightly, that the word is 
also appropriate if there be no protracted period. This per 
fealy correct .observation, however, has no logical force for 
the conclusion [hat Paul dented a millennium. 

A better attempt not to be inconclusive comes in his 
a : gii "Teni on the hoian in 2 5; 24- The subject mat let concerns 
the ink HI pom; of ihe Messianic age: Does the eschatological 
reign c- Chris l begin ,i.r the- .moment of Iks return, or did it 
begin at His Insurrection in A.D. 30? If [he Utter, the "mil 
kiiniurrt"’ extends from that date onward (0, Eli? return, then 
comes the end, find I here will be eio Messianic kingdom On 
e*fth subsequent to the resurrection of the saints. Vos writes, 
“While thi: words of the second hotan clause will fit e thfr 
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■view, nevertheless, when this, clause is taken in conm-<-iii>» 
with the seal cm cril of verci: 26, it will he fell derided! \ to 
t.ivoi an earlier beginning or the kingdom of Christ than at 
Lhe P.ij uusiu ” [p. 24.7). 

] lus :i i : j. ■ : ::i r s :■ i ran be rephrased so that ir will be seen to 
be i l.i i n ..iJ I v valid. However, to prove the truth of a conclu- 
■i. n, nt: L inly must the argument be valid, the premises in 
addition must be true, One of Vo3- h premises is Ihnt l":V(i 
' ' i' 1 t>e felt decidedly to favor an carrier beg; nnmg. ,H How- 
ever, m my people do noL ko feck nor do they think i can be 
proved. Consider: : 'Then cornu Live end.. , When be de- 
$ roved all power.,. Death is The la*? enemy re be fte 
siroyed," therefore the “when." clause indicates the date 
A D, 3" So Far as these vuscs go. such rrt arg irnent c;urnPt 
be defended. 

I iown/er, Vos has one more verse by which he will de 
fend Los view: “The last enemy that is brought to nought is, 
Death, The conquering of Lhe other enemies and consequent 
.v Lh l- reign c: Christ consisting m this, precedes the conquest 
of Death. Now Paul mokes the conquering of Death coincide 
with the p.r- .ms.i and die res in ; ecu ui' of believers. According 
i" Verses 50-58, when the dead arc raised incorruptible, and 
the living arr changed (i-c-, according to '..23 at the par- 
uuiiaj , Death is swallowed up in victory 1 11 (p. 245). Jle also 
cmphMlies L 1 1 f coincidence of Lhe resurrection of believers 
with “the very Iasi 'end’ |L and ** The 3a*i hmjrnp 1 which ck- 
. iu<lrs the prospect ol any further crisis" (p. 2 >6}. This point 
will be considered below ir^ Lhc commentary at ISl^ ft. 

After this harsh treatment of Vos, it may be well to 
balance the account by an examination of a premillenrLbdi.sE. 
Of course, there ate zy± in l y to choose from; bu.i. in a paper 
t-:h 1 before the kv angelica I Theological Society in 1955, 
Robert D, Culver analyzed this Corinthian passage und n ok 
reception to Hodge; I'm which reus or is, Ms paper is appropri- 
ate in lit trial here. 

Culver wishes u> defend, the position '.bat k.uil definitely 
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implies. (.hi- 7 _i ftrj] i J Lej i ndyJL view in this passage. lhe present 
wtilei carmen asm :md oft'ess these following criticiims of 
hh argum-rm. 

j ha - , the passage teaches a bodily resmTf eti np, a rid rh:=iT n 
doc£ not reach universal salvation* we can anrec upon, ITow- 
rw'r, when Culver accuses Hodge of berm;' motivated by “dojj- 
rftatk; interests . . , n ixcEudirtg he unwelcome wicked dead 
from on;' one must pause, Iverybtady has dogmaiic 

i crests. C her, i nfn-.i, displays dogmatic Surer* st*, " ■ ^ i he 
is trying to establish prcmiJlcnarianism • not less dir the liber- 
ate vvh wish to discredit Paul, Dogmatic interests-, bovcci r cr 1 
are reprehensible only if no nl tempt is made to support Lite 
oreifif: by exegesi* mid Hod gif exegetes. 

Of course, Culver admits it. lie says chat Hodge's exegesis 
of the verb rovfiouiKtiwf [i oofriieth&ivntan "le. ,1 moral ha 
well as a physical sen^-e” depends on ^gTotifflds hardly ten- 
able" Ip. 21)). However Culver neither explains the untenabil 
tty, nor cites Any passuge in which the verb is rued of the 
wicked, A survey of the eleven occurrences of this verb in the 
l\rv, I'csi mr 111 will show i'l l what ix untenable: is Culvers 
.uisertion. 1 -iis survey will show beyond ill doubt that ihe 
verb make alive dot's indeed have a moral as- well as j, physical 
Kensy, and it neve 3 refers to LJie wicked. 

Kphesians i : *> : d 2:5 show chin the verb make aiiite and 
■ ■ n l in - -verb resurrect can mean a spiritual resurrection from 
death in sin. However. whereas the verb to rtrzne can refer to 
physical rc*i •: action also, and thus can he used of the WH ked 
dead, the verb t-n matte alive is . r-:i d nrilv of ChriStia™ and is 
no used for 6 heir physic:* 3 resurrection. 

Nest, con&idex John ,):2l-29. The last two verses ul this 
Section expjfciity refer l o ihe resurrection ot physical bodies 
OUl Ol the tomb, Jn tfret, be verses ji.ii Lude the rrsurecctiofl 
of he wicked. However, the earlier verses, on which perhaps 
Lhe later are based, can hardly refer to physicitl rCStii recti on- 
NoTe. 'As ihe Father raise* ih« dead'”: this might seem like a 
physical resurrect I osl, but since raise rail mean rcguiier. te, as 
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Ephesians makes dear, and since uCcth can mean dead in stn. 
ont can riot deter urine which i> r:lr«.rt( ln-r: ;.:iil l lie coriLcxt 
has been si tidied. 

fhe next verb in rhe context is mate alive; and it occurs 
twice n this verse:- ‘'As the Father raises llie dead and makes 
i i hem | alive, so also tJie Son makes alive whom he will,” The 
phrase ''wIukii he will** suggest* ihai dn-iv aCfi^rtre wlicm 
rhe Son dots not will :o make alive, JLowtv- r, i ,i physicas 
i reurrectEon were mean'., there could be no one who was not 
raised. Hence, the verve concerns spiritual rmirreclion from 
rhe de jth of sin. 

Nor is such a notion foreign Lo the Scripture it: general 
Huts not the valley of dry hones, whit h were ihcn clothed 
'■■.■..!■ flesh picture x spiritual resurrection? In fact. Scrip turn 
much more frequently calls the change from unbeliever to 
believer a rfrej ?T*’CtrtJ o than a ?rca' birth, 

J'hc >m\;i idea m John 5:2 i if- is the equality of rhe 
Father and the Son. it is pari of Christ's claim to deity, "so 
■hfri all should honor the Soli a& they honor tin Father. ’’ This 
idea leads to a fluent ion of hearing and believing the doctrine 
ol die Son ai the distinguishing mark of cftrTw.l lift. The 
persi 1 1 : w |i i ,j be I ■ ewes ias btcii <. ! ■ : ui ged ft o ilu death \ 0 ■:•■■■ M ; c 
houi is no Ur came when the dead shall hn and those who 
■ Car shall Lise. Fi-r ihc Son iias life in Himself and gh^s it t-o 
whom He will. Only alter all this, i-^ then: -i rnention of a 
physical rcsorrection. It U an ^ddllional tdea^ it is not the 
subject matter of l5ic preceding Verses. These can only l>t 
understciorl as describing u Spiritual change. 

The Jir.guistic usage, Therefore, corroborate* thti interpM 
i.iui.i- litre given of I ■Corinthians. The difference is ihai in 
John, spirit Hid life is Use main idea and a physkaJ resurrec- 
b n •.* j minor Addition, whilt in I Corinthians* the phy 4 :CJl 
irsurrcction ot Christians, without any njeniiwt at the w:ck 
ed, s the main idea, arid the icfc/ence io spiritual life h 
stated parenthetically as a reason why the resurrection must 
depend on a man. 
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\rtothisr itistatice of lh< verb make ci iff to show that it 
refers only to Christian* ami nevet to unbelievers ini ;t physical 
gens? is Romam ft: E 1, which says, ‘-For if the Spirit of him 
who raised Jesus front the dead dwell an you, he who raised 
Christ from the dead shall make alive even yonr mortal 
bodies l>y his Spirit dwelling in you/' 

The mentioai of mortal bodies, in connection with the 
resurrection of Christ, jtives ilwr superficial reader the impres- 
shin that i he physical resurrection of believers, is intended- 
Hmvever, th.c chapter is throughout concerned wihh the d&c 
irirue of sanctification- Physical resurrection is not envisaged, 
except as the resurrection of fesus is used to illustrate the 
power of God:, the Father. It now, the Spirit of the Father 
dw irIJs in you, the hmhci by means of Tbs Spirit si 1.1 LI .so 
control even your mortal bodies, and not your mind only (cf, 
8:6-?),, iha? ou mas no! hr: debtors to the I'Jesli. but may 
mortify the deeds of the body, and may live, The whole 
context deals with our present life and nor: with ;t future 
resurrection, 

liven if someone finds U hard to escape from earlier opin- 
ions, rhe verb make alive is applied here to Chrj&li;uVs and 
obviously not to unbelievers, 

Another instance of make alive is in Golossians 2 ; I o, 
which ulso the context refers to Christ’s resurrection from 
the Lomlj. However, make alive obviously, indubitably, and 
emphatically refers only to Christ cam: arid their initial spiri 
Lual resurrection; 'And you jlheCoiossian chrivli?its| being 
dead in transgressions and the uncircumctsiou of your flesh, 
he made you alive with him, having forgiven us all trains- 
fire ss. Lor s, 11 

For the benefit oF those restricted U> Ejpglish, St may be 
said ihAl l Timothy ft: 1 1-5 does run eon rain the verb make 
■9 live, even the nigh K.J might give such an impression. In any 
case, I he context has nothing to do with a future resurrection 
of I he wicked, 

f Frier 3: IS is the only instance in (be N'cw Testament 
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whr !'r: the verb possibly means a physical resurrect ion, ti 
speaks of Christ as having died in I he flesh and having been 
made alive hi of !w tin; Spirit- Smee the ver« cannot refer io 
.my : r gen era rion, it seems to refer to Christ’s resurrection. 
Yel the idea -of a resLirreeliem does noi fit very well into she 
context. At any rate, the verb is not here applied to the 
wicked dead- 

There is one other reference of a physical animation. 

I i !o riii t hums I hi speaks of a seed ol wheat being sown j :1 
the ground. Of ;■ li- dying, arid its being made alive Mi it grinds 
irt the spring- This is physical, no doubt, :nid i[ is sm Lllustrii 
don of i he- resurrection; bur ii has nothing t<> do with :hc 
tesurrecticm of Liu wicked. The picture or illustration is used 
in conjunction with the context, and the cun tetri co'ntc rns 
:hr- right cousdead of i he CoriniJhian believers,. 

I lus survey suffices tvs show th.ti the verb zdopou'o can 
!:■ J in .i moral sense, and that what Cufvei said was 
untenable is the liuth. 1| is Culver*? posit ion ihru is im- 
ICtlLlhlfl, 

Similarly, and in connection with (his verb, Cu her also 
objects to Hodge’s interpretation of the word at! He writes, 
“Apothneskousin is present indicative, describing an action 
y- ii;.it oil continuously in tin- present. . . - This applies to 
physical death only.” However. Culver doe* not mention that 
ih<- d-calli that came to Adam because of his sin was first ol 
all i .spiritual death, 3 death that indeed includes- physical 
death, but only us a part of the whole death penalty. Whal 
Culver sms j* ibis: “Parties (all) in Ada in (v. 22) . . . tH OPIf- 
tyinly ihe whole r-'.ce. Thai the parallel pmies f iili in Christ 
(v. 22) are the same cannot he doubted- - - - The whole eice 
:n Adam rtiei; the whole race in Christ shill be irtiide jlivt 
physically."' \Vha» Culver se-t; ms tu assn me it ihat a passage 
referring to physical death cannot also refer to spiritual 
death, and conversely « passage on the physical resurrection 
cannot refer also to spiritual life. 

Hodge cxegelcs, and his exegesis goes Iwycmd I Conn 
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[JiLinS- 1 lo: i'-: cc -■ two passages in Romans, John, 11 Corirt 
thiarns, I TTressalonjans., and lint Gospels.. Vr'hai is ri it clear in 
one phot- is r.i bo understood from other refcmKes that 
speak more clearly. 

Ill aiklilioji Lu wjiar seems to be Cu Leris jn.swke Jjl :ea 
son ii t f i hat Adam's, spiritual death cannot he m view), and jr 
addition to Hodge : ? appeal to other Pauline and New Tcsta- 
rafttl writings, one i^iumoi : ^jl to notice L hi 1 Paul's interest in 
] Co.ii-ihiasti efrueis in iln- distress ni rln- feovinihkn ChrL* 
Uftns. Hi * is sufficient to explain gome omissions si modi- in 
com men l ;i i tr wishe.s I -. had lot made. 

A Jat» example of Cnlvtir's argument, and i: some omi-s- 
sii>’.is are jrwpdc, ihey ilo not affect w ha: Jr- nclndiai, is liis 
discussion oi Lhc woed Aro-i-mr AFter referring Lo Tuayeris 
Lexicon, wluuh translates iogtntt as a baud, a troop, of class, 
Cu Ke i wi ilei, "'[ li<- W-: --i , i fee lws- r» Lids i rw>J € 6 la bt nt at f:d, hut 
rcscmialk ihe sum..- l real men in rhe . , r Liddell and ftcoit 
Lexicon. Thus, it is clear r K:-ac the word does not mean 

position in a series, as in ranking honor students. . . . Rather a 
whole ^roup, cohort, body, cutlet! ion of men s here denoted 
by ihr wuid rendered ''order, " 

However, Culver dirt not read Liddell and. Scott carefully 
ttsjuA. This lexicon lisLs or tier v ten*--, status, md /unctw-tt- 
Ol cdiji'SC, he word doi:> uci iuve (0 mean new*, Jl ivlten. 
means Cohort qr troop. However, it is False lo ih.im that ir 
mnnot me.ui rY/ntt. Which of the i wo ir means in any given 
fji-rii y.i dept ids ori the con ext. Merc. Christ :s ’.he hist 
tagma I'ru ct fin. ugh Lite Word. tipWfht i* attached til Christ; 
but rift 1 her is ibe wqrd togma attached to Christians. Yet 
Chris i :«id Christiitns birth form ihe same vuuniersiiqni 
"Each in h?s own tGgmn, . , Tugtn-.i. .n rln- beginning is 
actachedi [‘5 b ; * : h Christ ind Christians, Would not one sup 
p cliat wh.i'. follows when each is cnuidvraled is j -i.v! of 
rhe t&gttiatn ? " Each an ! .■■■ r-v.-ii fttgtrw: Chris i the Fits ding | for 
a sacrifice; in K™, l J ; 16, _i means a piece of doughi it • ah 
also mean a birth certi Ikitlft and Liddell mid Sum suggest 
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r h i.H meaning fur Rom. 8:23;, in Ivoim , iht original sacrifici&J 
Sisal] mg his been eroded, and it means simply /jrit], iln.-, 
Ch - ist juris .-.i his Pitiowiia.” IR no tv, ;.liis is -.l Lis l. x enmnera- 
liui uni i: Chris! is nor, JlimscIL a troop or cohort, u in'; 
lows tli ;r. jjiusi mean rank. 

Tin- cowclusiun -that Raul neither affirms mjr denies a 
mil t eimi um — d : sp leases Hudge, \ >s. Culver, and many others 
who Lhink Paul surely nlusL have said telttdhjfig about ihe 
m Item .mi n chi i passage. However, no r.ie 1 - m- -. n |•■x- 
p Lined in any single passage. Every passage is inconclusive on 
tOme pi lin', or utli+rr The lac" lhal .1 point ut" iSuttnm js (rue 
•liirt i? explicitly stated in one place does not imply that it is 
e-Lchcr explicjily or e^eu implicitly taught L:.i another. Ridicu- 
!■ us exam pic i abound; the death of Juries is nt:-: Found jn 
James 4:33, n-or jusLiFicatj-on by faith in Revtlalion !2I ;"20v A 
::-d v sober example is Rumans This verse may indeed 
teach Deity .0 Christ, hut it is iar from being an exten-ive 
explanation of the Trinitv. Hence it is neLther an im possible 
rtuF a suipicious vunclusiun that (he millfinsliial problftVi :s riot 
srdved m I (.iprinihians 1 Y 

29*3-1 Summary; This is a sort of huflatory inleilude 
beforr: P.ulI icsumes rhe main subjecT of rhe res; necthuii. 

29 “OLhcrwLsc ■\Y , bat shall they do who Hire baptixed Fur 
the dead? n' in jteoeial ihc dead .o re hoc raised, why ate they 
baptized for the dead? 1 ' 

T: may no! be absolutely access,! ry to acknow .-.Igr here 
[hat i ommeiuators arc i«s than omniscient. h ( : ii i-s certain 
iv .lppmpnate. .Vtfyer his five full pages of fine pdru an this 
Lcrwr. most oi which c,-m be .summarized in a conclusion lli.'U 
no one has .my jih;& of what he verse rOtan^. '1 in -Y- rm a? 
t if quote iL with g:ee r but no-body ci-c can. 

Iht- vliisi Mtya that baptism iVr he dead it useless jf ikerc 
is m> resumcc Lion S* arc all rhr- d infers Chrisu ins rm ., n 
next verse- will ^Xy- of course, is no roAin ihcugbL; The 
Cll - ; : L ir life is- mLi'i. -i >1- ir Christ has not jeer; i ■ ---'I- lhc 
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iniiodu^tery otherwise docs rsm ov need ntii refer hark i<> 
15:20, “i i : ■ is belter construed with vvh:it immediately pre- 
cedes God Lb i!! it; <ill. Hr i* awertLjrn otherwise, = n i! &:- 

r«rth. 

LJ jvveVer, what "“baptism for the dead " means, no one 
know s. V>T the practice must have been frequent and well 
enough known e. ■ justify this res ■ nre. Ye: sc?in erhin g i-. 
strange Since, whatever it in, :L seems contrary to the New 
i vs la men l view ol baptiim <irtd salvation in ^erieraE, i< ,i«. 
strmft that Paul rtremsonsi it wiiIioih eondein nadoiv Wc 
would surmise that there was a condom nation because the 
practice passed out ot" existence, which :L would not have 
done, had it bee-n appn Aid by the apostle. Not esn it well be 
- ild ri - ..ii the ‘aicr ChrUmn* -. ; : d ourselves arc wrong fen not 
continuing the practice. faT there is no instruction in the New 
Testan ent a* i.-i ils purpose . \Ve w. ulil r-.il know wha ; wc 
wi'.re dfjiri!*, Htfwev t> , iti the sacraments,. «e -ire obliged n 

nmv. iv.oni ;mi At rii.niv. I i :•.. iin-n, Ls arKwbei instance of 

Paul's omitting something we would like to know. 

30-3 1 "And why do we lice danger every hou:? 1 die 
every ■• :y . indeed by my boasting in you, brethren, which 3 
do in jesus om hoid- 1 " 

lierr is ?. further amtanoe of rhe foolishness of a Christian 
hh . if there be no resutrccrEoJi. Paul -and the Christians arc in 
h<ujrl,\ peril n F persecution. They. :nd ctpcci : )1; Paui, are in 
danger of death- Why run Such a risk, it rherc h(T no rtsurret- 
ijon.' In. sprit of many and serimji fl-aws in the Corinlhrin 
church. P .i : 1 1 could boast about them, and. with sui lici-eirr 
TViiauru too, for The- feijbaftir^ w,it in Christ, our Lori 

I he ju.crente, tn the credi: of the Corinthians, is ihtil they 
»i :'f wilhiiR L'V r:ik tic:;: j li themselves, However, ibis 'would 
iiffvc been foolish, if Christ had not been raised,, 

■> '• i m -mb 1 fought against wild beasts in Ephesus, 
uhni npod is it in cue* if the dead are not raised, E-CE us cat 
and dtir.k, im tomorrow vre die." 

Hie key word hen- i$ ftwrnrwfrv li he 
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faugh' wnbuLf ,tny view ■ • God .And ihe resurrection, his 
lighting would have been Liseiess. 

Com mtciTators vary as to whether the "wild beasts" were 
i : ■ l- r uL Lens arid bears, -nr whether he’.' were infuriated 
Ephesian*, Out ran hardly identify them as the tilverimithfr 
because . i i ir. that uproar, Paul was relatively safe, and 

• ?: the uproar uoturreel .ifier I Corinthians was written. Yet* 
it the iircral meaning :s defended, other objections most be 
mtt li may be dial ah a Ron: An citizen Paul was txempi 
hi-:-., sudi ■'! mdcfcl- Hpwjever , ilwie rut guarantee Ehal. an 
mhiriatcd mob [though ti ■ - ; ihc mi h of Dcmctnu-: i would he 
so careful of R-om-an Eesalicv, 1 1 . is al so argued that it a I.: eral 
lie! i with miniats in m iirtna had occurred. it would dot 
have been omitted fmjnfi -in .icconar, chher id Acts or in 

• 1 Gorinthlara. Ehai inciuctcd lesser di.-.gcys. I’iaussbly, out n ' i 
certaldl’, . foi we have seen ether omissii •:>. One st:c .esTion b 

Like i lie wo L+.rttc kv : i. Conlna n, lu Im t ctindh ml i I li-ni 
even wi Id bcasi.t, what good wcui d Li have hren? This 
ss iramnialically possible, though the omisvion of rhe Greek 
particle an in the j pod oris would be irre^ilt 1 ,:, or a’ Eejni 
in frequent. 

At any rate the m.wi idea is, clear: l he Christian life, 
espc-i : allv its ci angers, is .:si-i-.vs r. Ci.-c docs nor r.risi- the 
dead- If that were so, le r . us eat. and drink, for tom us low '.vu 
die. Sc-ttm NVm 1 i -m;Yu- ii stii (Sen ■ t .n obsi-vsfd with "he 
■- luence ■' Greek philosophy, positive or negative, on \e« 
1 es : A : : : Cl , ■ 1 1 gh i . Here , 1 hey see a -l 1 1 1 1 ^ ' rlie Lp i- 

cutcam. However, Epicurus confounds the inaccuracies of 
these careless students. He wrote, ‘ t Whw we say Then rbat 
plrasuft is ihe end and arm. we do r.ot mean the pleasures of 
The prodigal, or the pfeitsun • sensual i 1 1 ' , we are under 

stood to do by some through tgnot ince, prejudice, or wilful 
reseir..: Lion, U\ ph-.d.ture, wt :v.car s ihe absenOf ol pam 
i-om rhe tmriy Iroublt from tiie soul, fr iJ not an uiv, 
broken flicccision of drinking bouts and of revelry r r -' ,; 
u-d love - - - it is S-ober reasoning . pfudsnce P honor, 3-ftd 
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justice- . . if om- wishes to find Greek in flucnc*- ja B& 1 J I 
statement, it is to tilt Cyienaics that one must leuk, How- 
ever. iherc no need Hi postulate any Greek influence al ,.iii 
for Pant's words come straight from Isaiah 22rl3 and 56rl2, 
written more than a century' before there were- any Greek 
philosopher* at all, and four centuries before lH.l- Lpirmtans. 

[■ven Meyer, usually so merittiious, speaks of this its 
Epicurean, but he betrays himself by finding; its analogue in 
Kuripides, who Hied a century before Epicurus was horn, 

I here i* also a question oi puncltialioTi in thiv vctm . KJ 
makes it read: "If after Else manner of men 1 have fought 
with wild b-eascs u Ephesus, what advantage th, it me, if (he 
dead rise not?" Meyer, Hodge, and the modern c randan iom 
read: "31 3 fbughL .. r whai good, is that in me? Jf t he dead 
are not lassed, let as eat. . . /’ This gives a smwllicr and more 
cm pi a tic senlcju c sirm • lire, Maybe for once Paul avoided his 
preference for com plicated sente LiCea. 

313*34 " D6 not be deceived, t‘vil coiWeisaEiem destroys 
g.ood moralis. Live righteously and do not sin; for some arc 
ignorant of God, 1, soy this to ybur shame. " 

Perhaps the first verse says more than “Bad company 
j«Mib in bad mm ils/’ The basic meaning of ham f/i-r is edm ■ 
puny, .issoiiiifiniis, oi inirrcutirse. Eloweve r, is also conies to 
mean svnn< : .:: a h\ mm. Inasmuch a* the next verse by 
way or contrast speaks of ignorance. 15i3S can be taken as 
part lev landing lire iiction by which evil comps n tons destroy 
nutalilyi It is by bad doctrine. I his fits very well into llic 
context. Sot Paul w discussing the theory that there is no 
resurrection. I'bis IS bail theology; u is ignorance of God; and 
bad thoughts produce had morals. 

Hence, Faul concludes this horiarmy interlude by urging 
Lhe Coritiihians to "awake to tigh rcousness' ' (KJj| NAS does 
in>:. give a literal translation, hut ;.ayS, "Become sober-minded 
as you ought. 1 The most literal translation would be. L ‘Be' 
i.rnn,- sotjehminderJ righteously/' This is awkward in English, 
Simply "I ■ iv'c ?ishlc'QusJy" isabnut asggod ,i translation as any. 
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Righteous living; requires knowledge. Note the reason jiv- 
i. n lor i he command not io sin; 3 command you "not to sin 
because some [of you Corinthians | are remnant ol God- ’ 
There are theologian* who sincerely wish to be orthodox art! 
yet Attack lS v a Platonic evil the proposition that ihr ams'c of 
immorality is ignorance. However, is this not a biblical peine i- 
pk? ignorance cause? sm. and as ll Peter l :3 says, fmem/te/tlge 
is the means through which are given to us ati things that 
per i- ■ in to life and godliness, 

33-49 Nummary: Hiss paragraph goes deeper into iin 
doctrine ol the resurrection, Paul in swe rs some objections to 
such a possibility- He describes the resurrection Iwdy as being 
much different from our present iHiriks. The perishable be- 
comes imped shabby Lbc dishonors blc becomes honorable, 
the natural kroitics Spiritual, the earthly licco-mes heavenly. 

35 '"But Sonic one will say. How tire the dead raised? 
With what sort of body do they come?** 

h mav reasonably he inferred from ihN question— a sin 
gl i , not a double question, for the Second only particularLser; 
riu lust attd more so from the answer, thin one of the objjfec* 
lions to i he resurrect hi it, ami perhaps the main one, was that 
Chi charac tcristics of our present life arc not appropriate to a 
heavenly future. To answer this objection, Paul describes tile 
resurrection body, 

36. "Stupid! tt'iial you sow is not made alive unless it 
dies." 

In Msuhew 5; 1*12, jesus condemns anyone who calls his 
brother, “Foot]” 1 ' "Whoever says to his brother, Rnct, r. is in 
danger of iht: sanhedrin ; :;m<£ whoever says is in danger 

of hd I fire." Then: is al least no verbal violation ol the warn- 
ing; Races is a hapaxkgomcnon i occurs nowhere else in dm 
New Tctttinjjfil, ll SUMS io he not cmly an imwmplimen- 
Wfy, but perhaps atsu .i foul epithet-, Afore. or, in English, 
Moron, is the sniu: iti both languages, However, Jesus, Him 
self, in Luke 24: 23, l ails his disciples "mindless" 

Though Jesus was disappointed in these disciples, He was. not 
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vi< ii.i:sK angry, Paul hen." uses another word, ufshron, which 
tart mean imprudent or ualwisc. En IE Coriflthipfclfjf i( t^tciifs 
live times, jcstis uses mb rev in -Vlaulicw- 7 : 2 6, 23b i?, I3i 
:s, S, but ilit-sc instances may lie justified on the ground 
that JestiS knew the hearts of men and could legitimately 
apply [he Eerin. 

The rest of the verse begins an analo-gy between the rcsitr 
rei Lion and ihe growth of a plant from a seed that has been 
burled in the earth. Out Lord uses the same illustration in 
John 12:24. 

37-38 M A ixd what you sow, you do nol sow lift body 
ihut will come to be. but a bare seed, perchance at wheat i>r 
one of the other [j^ainsj , But God ujivc-E to it a body as he 
willed, .id to each oF the germs its own l>dy ” 

Ihc problem s c « i c-cl. in 15:35 concerns the nature of the 
resurr.ee lieu body . Involved are question:; inch as: Will our 
resurrection bodies be composed of alums? Since, however, 
phy$ic$ and chemistry are no longer bused oil (he Empcdo- 
clean, XcwUwia*), and nineteenth century atom k theory, the 
question is not cem te nn iorarv . It (here Is something thaS can 
be called ‘WiLcr,’ h maybe nori.iCornic, intangibLc 'Thler- 
Ihyivj.-v'er, scientists today have no more knowledge of 
whai titcfj-s, really ss than Aristotle, who called matter "ac- 
tually nothing," and Locke who dev. ;;bed h as “something! 1 
know not what. " 

He nve, one must he careful not to ask questions that sure 
based Li.fi ;>Lt mmded scientific theories nut on science abac 
soon will be outmoded, 

A more important question concents personal identity . 
As the new man in Christ must Ijl- the same person iiS the old 
m.ir-i in Adam , hn otherwise m> person would be regyueiated, 

loo, the resurtected person must be the same person who 
died, leu otherwise no one would hr resurrecTed ;he man 
Who died would never L’el to heaven. What now is this identi- 
cal person? This is not cmli, a question about the rcsurtCS- 
t i on, il, when we died, wy are made pet feci in holiness and 
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do immediately pa.s* into glory, what constitutes the identity 
of thf person ? It cannot |>e the My. for then the thief on 
the cross could nr.u, himsvll, have been in l'aritdiisi: with 
Christ (hat evening. Furlherntore, our personal ideh.fc.ity in 
:his life cannot t Sep end tm the body, if, as is popularly said, 
our bodies clumge completely rvesy seven years. Ai any raie, 
we cat more than 15f> pounds ol food in seven vcisft. I ii.cn 
again, although Si iru entombed bodies have been mummified 
so ihiti the visible form ss Kcofnijsbfc after 3ti(Kl years, 
other bodies have decomposed aild have been dispersed in the 
ocean depths, soil others have been < remitted . and some have 
been devoured by wiki beasts. 

The question of personal identity is a serious; and impor- 
tant question. Il should not be shunted a>tde by anyone who 
warns i.o understand iris own being. August hie based personal 
irirntiiy, not in duything bndity, but in memory . Perspnatily 
is not corporeal, bul intellectual. h today, am the same "]"' I 
was yesterday because I remember. When God created Adam, 
he Formed his body olli of clay, then Lie breathed into that 
body the spirit of life, U is this spirit, not the clay, that is (be 
image nf God. and, therefore, the- mao, bimsd:. 

However, Paul was not discussing the image of God or 
persons i identity. Eh- was addressing Corinthians, Greeks, 
nli. , generally h id a great love For Lbeir at Meric bodies. More 
ji ;i i ic uljrly^ he add rcjierj hiinsH'If (o the apparently uu 

answerable question of the nature of the resurrection body. 
To answer it, he used ihe analogy fit :i seed. 

\iv i -ijks have their difficulties. Christ's parables ai’r ihv 
hardest pares of the Gospels to understand, Here, oue may 
ask nut only. Is riu: jn.dk. ui w-he.i! ibi: vis)ic entiu is ihc seed 
tfdHi which il grew, but also, Uhd the seed riilly die? 1 1 it 
ready died, could ;i have produced a new plant? Would it not 
v imply decay in the sodden ground? 

The difficulty nrtset by pressing analogies beyond ihcii 
incftfii sot; Paul, in this passage, was not interested in a general 
theory of eschatology, mu is he immediately iliwn a led in 
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in.il identi y, and surely, he was not intercsi'fd is: hot* 
k’ij.. The analogy of Lilt seed is as lit lie detailed as his view nJ 
hi 3 -to;y t imUenruum, acid resurrection! He contents himself 
first with -lie ? in: Norths between 'he burial oi a Christian and 
the planting of a se?d, and second, with the disparity be 
iwwn a small grain and rhe impressive: stalk ri-.ar grows our of 
3t However, press this Farther and the resurrection stalk is no 
mefre glorious than its earthly parent stalk that bore the serd 
Lo he &;>tvn, 

Paul constructs ft short simple analogy that u nor to he 
pressed. Ills more literal and more easily understood gta.be- 
men : ia hat Gt>d jives to each sect:, the both He had decreed, 
deckled, os wished. 

39-4 1 ‘"Not all flesh k the same ilesh., bu.1 one is of men. 
another flesh of doracsiicfited animals, another tksh of birds; 
Hid another pi iish. J here are also. heavenly bodies earth- 
ly bodies, Nevertheless LJic glory of Lilt heavenly bodies is 
other ihao that of The earthly- There s$ one glory of the sun 
and arr- ther glory tsJ the moon, and another oT the stars, Star 
differs lom star in glory.** 

i. it 4ft I'd If set lit; ; ti r i'T: SC i i'SCS. IT t ic ft IV 

indeed difleren : kinds of : I esh : Jamb does nol taste like bee:, 
and pork tames like neither. Furthermore, all these earbk 
bodies differ from the heavenly bodies, : u id these in re i differ 

30 glory among NieinscEves- aleemse these differences are so 
many in number and so great in quality the taste of lamb it 
si i d flcrent from the light of the moon -cult would suppose 
ijT.Hi thr passage teaches that ihere arc equally great differ- 
ences among I hi hodii s of -he risen saints. Fa id will shine like 
The Sun, tnT the jtudy of 1 .other will differ in glory from tire 
body of Augusline. Since bo i Lies are iccogiuKsbly diNFereui 
now, not merely between ciLtle and men, but between in- 
dividual nieo, one can easily eupcei some sort of differences 
■unorig rejurrection bodies. J Jowever, the difference between 
Jfolark and Eetedgciisc. ft ltd more si> it-rwcrn a lamb and 
either' of these slurs is so area; rhat it .s. hard to understand 
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Siu b a d| Mercnec between Luther and Knox, or even Jennie 
Geddes. Thar God not onli can, but plausibly does cause 
differences in cun ir.se: nee i.iurl bodies., is ■•ask-, understood; 
bill whal can hr hinted .r by these rfe.utcindoiT.s i ffer nu.es ? 

What perhaps interests us more is Lhe difference between 
■.he present earthly body £ind Lhi; resurrection bock of the 
same individual], T he disciples could nor, >r did non, vevug- 
Kilie the risen Lord either in Galilee or in Emmatisl Jlow Mis 
body Tn.vji ha*e changed after ihe Ascension. wr do not 
knOW, The Hci iptu.i'Cs i Cl ns :ii. i ihcir k Ho ni. • ringr in 
taWO wr shrill be 1th? (he angels. Should wr rhrn surmise 
1 th t we do nor car three m: .i Is a day, that wc h.c..-: rto scns.i- 
i.ons, and that >ve travel through space ins tan Lireousiv" 
tV hat ran a mean rhflT the resurr’CCsion body > 4 as ft iff i-ren r 
iVom the earthly body as Beteiqeusc is from u flashlight? 

One would think that these Tremendous differences It. nr 
.it something, but the following verse?, which presumably 
define the limits of The analogy, warn us not to push rhe 
illustration Luo fafe 

45*43 "So also is the raiurreCliorii ot the dead. St i> town 
in corruptioru it is raised m iiTcormptinm i: t- sown in dis- 
honor, it is raised in glory; it is town in weakness, iL is raised 
in strength-” 

The words “so also" introduce the point oL the analogy , 
l hr icstui 7eclio.ii .s i>dy is a> superior Lo the ioiA hy r is 
buried as betclgcusc is from i n 1‘Jc-sh 6 ft La:nh. mg is 
In re about individual differences. The conLxasL is soUTy 
between the nature of our present physical bodies and rhat of 
cur Future' rcstirrerucfn bodies. I'nc points of difference Jie 
these; The body that Ji buried is corruptible. In ViisinrU-'jt 
p,hllos<NpSu , ft] | bridles below Lhe sphere of Lil? mooti are 
Subject to corruption- lhe ulodci'il tiew goes hack before 
Aristotle and wjth Jtcrai..JLus holds that even htxlie'S .ibovc 
ihe moon come isilo ami pass ooi of existence. The eni r+ 
universe u a world of flux. Change and decay' 2:1 jii aaou id 1 
see. tk:..- 1 -sruivt suppose that Paul was an Aristotelian ; id 
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r hough he quoted Sl<>ic poeLry— the Si vies were diferpk-R of 
Heraclitus- hu probably gave no thought la ‘.hr; lattei Hav 
evrr, • : C.J one > -ut deny lhai the humafi body udon de-iiih. 
.1 1 : i'. tspe< ..j 1 1 -,• after death, i- a corruptible bcidv- In ^harp 
contrast [Lit 1 resurrection body is incorruptible. Incorruptlbil- 
ii.y {aphthfiTiw) :s ibeci Hu d<?ubl the Source of the Other 
qualities memkmed, namely, glory as, opposed to dishonor, 
and .strength as o-ppote'd To weakness, Ilawtvrt, the more 
i in port an t coir i i .i si comes in the next verse. 

44 lL It is sown a natural body: il is raised. ;i Spiritual 
iody. If there I- a natural body, there is also a spin I 

I i- nsi-ition, with ihc i xccptiori of uhc word , aujretrS 
with KJr It is also ihc [ranslatioti of NAS, The diffteutly is 
r I ; :r I a r i - . i ! I < i i”, :■. I ;: ! i : ■ i ■ :■ t T.h-f: nTjciu ivr bar natural. Mi-jkus 
poor sense in English. The adjective is fiswchikan, from 
pfttckr (soul). However, to say , '"il is sown a soulish surely 
noi sou! cl body,” is not undo statidabte, The wend for 
ipinmai causes co diKicul -. in rransl.n ion: hut both give rise 
to differing Lrs Lc rpro ^ ; l ti ■ >nt. 

! " ■ ir • ci ivi 1 psfu kikos oeeurs Mx. rimc$ in rhr New lew- 

Lament: 1 Corinthians ii; i !i, three times :ji :lie present pas 
iay.e, James 9;15, and Jude I 4, where ji is ii'.rnsiated rmrua.I 
Tht NAS has ".at Krai in James and adds unspirit ual in i ic 
iriir ji . fbe la Her has no lingmstir defence. In Jude, NAS has 
worldly-minded. EE, is also i.s an iiiteTpriMaihvn and no 1 , a 
If anilatlon . The noun psu eke occurs 105 times: 58 timei 
transl.iU ij atJuif, 40 times life, and a few times also maul and 
heart, 

Pxzmehu usually mmi :hc principle of life, Must Greek 
philosop ■. -s 1 eved that the universe whs a Jiving : ■: it and 

lii«y there- t’o vpuk.e of u world iOtil, Ai siolle had ftn “ac- 

hvi iiildlcef' - 1 mi i came into man iVorn without; buLjrintf fur 
him drttgi'uied Liu. nurrj$Lvc soul for plants., the sensible soul 
for animals, ane die rational soul for nuui- En the Three eases, 
the soul vtes the farm i>1 1 1 ■ i - organic both . 

Meyer undemtSuds Paul in a sirfOttwhaL Ari»(Offlian 
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sense. i'lK bods is id -:i the grave ja, oi ' as he*", it body v id: 
In power of sensuous and perishable blc. Uc suppooers this 
interpret;* ciuti by lir; appeal to I j tvh-ete Paul Speaks of 
■ . i ■ : ■ 1 1 ii id 1 1 iud. 11 orfge speaks sim lI ar ly . I he ' ' nat iir.il L ' be <d s , 
he says, is one "uf which the prufhi', or animal life, is (he 
.mi rut m yj principle; - . . ihe same properties as those ol the 
i i rules - - ■ !3t’*h .mil blond.’ 1 Howovcn, wbv The ranon.i. Iijuc- 
tintt of man should be excluded '.ram the pm^hc in 15: l j is 
not clear. It is ,■. hiliWan btxly that is buried, and rruui is not 
just ii sciMory Lrtima], Miy-ers i-itvrprtlat ion is .-ill tile more 
sir'iirge bcc (i >.?¥<• he qubits with stpp-rnv.il t ,c i-tm.irks of Otctt- 
men .as au.1 rhi-nphvla-cr rh.ir the soul posscssei audiority 
and supremacy >,.y kuros kai ten kegvmonaany* l'his is Surely 
more i htii] senSalitm. 

El Mould : 'f ht-Ttw tci mierpr-ci na$u.rtd body :i hodv 
showing tht deterioralion of -in. To .. sure, flesh rather than 
IrfrSi is lhe word that usually denotes our sinful naiiirt; buL, 
.is sv<- iii^sc seen, rhe word dearly has m evil coniroiaitcm n 
james, 1 5, and not less clearly in J i. .do i :L huthermore, the 
in Jn ^"e , . , .■ festJmenL eojiLrasL between the present stale jjid 
the hmirp is rlu- i.mtir's s.in,lf.ssrl'f:?,s. 'J'ruc ft >ugh, irjc-orruptt- 
biiily is stressed through^ u-. Lliis section. Certainly ttp .o this 
point, sin i,g noi promimnit, di,Li .dong wi h iiitTOTTLtpiibdiLy, 
the moral and Spiritual difference surfaces in verses 45. 
and 5fi. 

The second term of the contrast is the spiriltra] body. 
Now, :f natural ci mured the fatu iv or sensau.m, spiFittia! 
would have to mean rational. So indeed^ liodae ertpLiins ir 
“a spsr.mi! body, pneuimr^lkon^ is le body adapted te 

i hi pHcitwo. the rational, immnrlal principle al "nr na- 
twe — Spiritual in ihii eonnection doe's not mean ethe- 
reai . , Nor does ii .!•:■: iinali-d by Lhe Holy Sy-y- -t. 

£••:!• . (he mmu pfjvumatikon is adapted :■> > i- pneuma or 

principle of tatibiiai Eil'e," Taken (it taw fenluc, this means 
si;: :::< our present Ii Ic, wc have sensations bui no reason. 
This iI’iClios i hat 'Ik image of God. if m:ri was indeed crenit-d 



300 


Ct-.apltr 15 


in God T s image, was not merely depraved or defaced, but 
annihilated by rhe fall. It also wryly implies that Hodge, 
without a rational principle, cannot, reason very well. 

The best interpretation . therefore, seems to be that the 
spiritual body is a body such as the Holy Spirit designs to bo 
syirabie and competent for the functions of the future life. 
Incorruptibility is : It u characteristic emphasised! here ; but no 
oate would ciaiin that Llais is the only difference between our 
two States. 

Excursus on the Revised Standard Version. 

William Childs Koblnson in the: SeuJArrn Presbyterian 
journal ‘ VoS . XS. So. It?; pointed Out (he RSY inictr.istjfetion 
of I Dili ru Ilians I $.44- 16. Iliis as a good place 10 repeat apart 
of Dr. Robinson's material and to add a few oilier iiattances 
of R^Y i nis i tans lauon$. 

First, to quote Df. Robinson; “The new advertisements 
for the Revised Standard Version describe it as ‘certainly (he 
most accurate' translation offered. In the notice* the R.S.V, 
as con eras ted with the King James Version made three hun- 
dred years ago, but little or nothing is Siild of (he English 
Revision oi !$8] m of a he American Version of ISO I -in 
both of which wotki the revisers bad the benefit of the West, 
coil & Hoit iCKE-one which some of the N*-w Testament 
revisers Cj£ 1946 have admitted using. 

‘"Let us chuck ilie R-S.V. in a few New Testament pas- 
aiigirs. The last Nestle’s Text, the one which, the R.S.V, pro- 
fesses EO USC, gives, a? John IriS; 'God Only begotten who U 
in the bosom of the Father.' R.S.V. translates, ‘the only Son 
who is in the bosom of the Father,' and gives no marginal note 
to indicate that the other is the reading preferred by Nestle. On 
the other hand, both the English Revision of 1831 and the 
American Revised or Standard Edition of 1901 give, at least 
in the margin, 'many very ancient author tries read Cod only 
begotten, ' Which is The more accu rate? 

"In First Corinthians (here urc several passages m which 
the Greek adjective psychical and spiritiial occur. The for- 
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iiw-r os ihesL’ adjectives is translated ill the King jamcs h\ (lie 
hr .'ash iv rd naatAii. i'h is translai ox is llowo. in the 
19(11 (I'ituslaiion, hut with an added n<>rt- in lIu ::,.n:_:;. under 
I Gor. 2; I l mid I Cor. ! 5:44 suiting that the Greek wm if 
tonthted ualKTtii b really psychical 

“In 3 Cor. 15:4 146 ihe R.SA'.- [ruisluts die Greek adjec- 
tive p*ychk$i by a different word for which there is a differ 
tuu Greek adjcciive, namely, by the word physical. J his mis- 
translation occur* rlirec lime* hi those three versts. Fhc cog* 
n.i-c noun „»»! occurs an Verse 4o and is ircmslaied by (he 
R.S.V. in distinction from the transl-irions 1 >l Uai L. 

i 88 I , and 3 90 ! . By this mis- 1 i ansJalinn < 4 pt\ chical aj ph y.sr- 
ar the present b^dy it- given a materia] connotiiliort, with 
(hr result (hni the contra si ini' adjective spiritual 13 rca.d 3 * 
implying ihm the resurrection body will not be physio! or 
material but be a knii! of ethereal or ghbsa body, or not a 
body at :ill bill ^t*piaic. UTien (be Greek adjective is fomfClh 
read is a psychical ot psychological or ;tn inanimate oa .s 
rJ.’jf tj <tvt body, il >s seen that the Apostle is not describing (he 
material or the composition of ahe biuh but l;s con [rolling 
pfssli iple, Our present bodies .are controlled by out fallen, 
’•••rinrit psychology - . In coptrasl ihi- rt L suiV'.’ - <"Lio'n bodies will 
be Spiritual bodies, that is, bodies (rctil bodies] coin rolled hx 
:he Holy Spirit. In liu-se verier, Pan! says iii. il la tn;.L about Lhc 
material Of tile composition of cither the bodies i It as are 
buried or about the bodies that arc raised- Bui ihe inac-cuTi- 
I’k-s of the fbS.V. sat - much. 

“Can (he R-S.V, carry iliis inis-iTitnstaiion of psychical 
with its consr ^ucw mis-sanplicaEson as to the meaning <■! tpfa 
riurfi ihrough this One Ect tori' By no means. The same two 
,id]oc lives occur in l Cor. £ri4-, |f ib<- R,&V. translated there 
as in I Cor. 1 3;44 the verse would reatl: "The physical man 
does not recede (be iii Tit of the Spiii-: <>f God .-v . because 
th*y are spiritually discerned, lhc spiritual m;»n judges .dl 
t It m^s._ If [ On. 2; l l were interpreted thtf way ft.b.V. ianef- 
prc.fi I Cor. 15:44-4li U would mean (hat the unregeflCTMe 
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man is ■ physical of material nun, bitL (ha; al his regenera- 
tion hi, 1 to be physical and becomes ;t mu com posed 

, -i : I ■, of Spirit, chat is. an angel. Bui lb R.S.V, knows ihat 
the rcgtnfrilc men still have physical weight and material 
substance, hi they .shy off ihcit tiiinshuicin ol I Cur. 15:44- 
Ml, .ind ,i? I Cor, 2i J 4 translate the Greek adjective ysych uvul 
ru'-'i phys'icHil but unspirit u$t* 

“ rhf Cork adjective which is made to imply non- 
physit !. nmvsubst^ntial, non- material by the RSV mistrans- 
lation i ii [ Cor. 1 5r 44"l d occurs ;i|jaiii in t Cor. 10:2-4, Here 
the adjective defines the manmt which ihc Children of Israel 
-ne iu the w&Jermss, -rod the water which they there shank; 
Was that fond <mri drink mm -substantial. non-physic *3, ethe- 
real, ghost food.’ C urt -only oot. Consequent l v the RSV does 
n= t follbw i:.s implications of I Cot. 15;44-46 l h :i l thr adjec- 
tive; sfiitito:-' means non-material. To avoid (hat implication 
they translated the Greek adjective spmtudi by another word, 
namely, ihe word Jwpii'rMfuiaf 'Hus despite the iaer iha= 
they reau the same word as Spiritual in Chapters 2- E 2-14- 15.” 

There will now follow a short list of hail triMislalions in 
the RSV. I srsi. Am 13:49 resuij?, "Ms him everyone that 
believes is freed From everyth tug from which you could not 
be freed by the law of Moses,” Instead ol "freed,’ 1 the KJ 
corscetly has “jus Lifted. " The RSV is not only a bad transla- 
tion,. it is a false statement. Ei gives i he impression ihai we are 
freed From obeying Lite Ten C om m ambn c n is , for these are 
ipchtded in the "ever ytbing from which the law of .Moses 
did not Irec us. This theory is called aiuin.omiinis-m and it 
encourages- sinning, To justify means Lu free from the penalty 
of the Law. [r lines not mean :<» fn&e IVom the law's nb Liga- 
tions. Then- ii probably mol a single lexicon in alt the world 
that justifies t in- Kb 1 '' translation, Of course, the RSV traiwdj- 
toi's knew what the Greek wort! means; chcy also knew ch::t 
the previti-un ve rse introduces the subject of the forgiveness of 
sitw; iirtd they also had the Kj translation before them Why 
then did. they choose to discredit i lie- doctrine of justification? 
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Perhaps it was only .i cureless mistake, <i very careless 
mistake; but Lhe omission cal’ the idea of propitiation Irom 
! heir New Testament Can only be the result of -i deliberate 
decision id alter I he meaning <d the Bible, In Romans i:25, 
the K[ says that God Set forth Christ to be ^ profit iiliort: 
I John 2:2 and 4:10, using a cognate word, say t3\ar Christ is 
m propitiation for our sins:' Luke, usini> ihe verb. says. “Gud, 
be propitiated to me, a iiniktlf”; Hebrews 2:1 7 says, "in order 
to propitiate (Cod with respect to] the dns of the people" 
(ji'jlf Js not [he direct object of the verb, but rather the accu- 
sative of specification, as the sense requires), The RSV lias 
"he niercifiil” in Luke IBM 3; ”i:> make expiation" in HV 
li fews 2;E7j “expiation” to I John 2:2 and 4: ltd .md iw 
Ross; m? 3:25. it is ^expiation'" al.so. Hebrews 0-J 3 the only 
other instance o I’ these cognalc words, is the literal merty- 
SL'-l 1 . in the labenwle. Nowhere does the RSV use the word 
prepitMti&n, 

I he meaning of propitiation is quite diflertm from the 
meaning of expiation. The object of the verb propitiate is 
God or, in human affairs, some offended pariy; the object 
of e*p}$U' is sin, One elites not expiate God, not can one 
propitiate sin. Hebrews 2i I 7 U the only instance where there 
is any semblance of “propitiating sin”; but as said above, this 
makes no sense, and there Is no grammatical reason why the 
accusative .Pus cannot be the accusative of sped fiction- To 
propitiate; an oil ended party is to do something or other to 
turn Aside his anger- To propitiate means to appose. Romans 
MS talks about the wrath of God, as the Old Testament 
frequently does. "I'llc word occurs i.'.vcLi'e limes in Romans 
Monty and ihirly-srx times in the New Testament. Ert Rcrm-in? 

I 2: Hi, u refers to the Wrath of a man; in 13:4-5, it is fairly 
evident that th( niier executes the wrath of God: in every- 
ether case in Rom.ins. tl is unmistakably tlie wr^th ul God. 

The modern misid no doubt dislikes the idea of Odd (?f 
wrath: God is all mercy and no justice, Libeld theologians 
reject i he doctrine that Christ's death satisfied the jtisiiec rd 
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His ! •ilii.T, However, iht’v ilf!'. c no excuse tor tldibcralrk 
m;gi ransl.&ung these passages which itkaE clearly aysert lhc 
Central tjocmrte oi ike Christian Faith, 

tn the Commentary ax I 2:6, anerther mistranslatiaii, ap- 
parently due Id bad theology, was mentioned. The lex!, (if 
verses £> -ml( 3 i I actually says that God works ^tpradnees all 
ike iritis in ;l.I the Christian?! who exhibit them. Lhc :wi> 
Formi of the verb are t r n£rgon and fNi'ryfK [n both instances, 
ike 1{Sy say:-, ’'inspire*, " Since lIisl is not whti i eke word 
means, and! since the Kj word worA-. is not antiquaised cn 
obsolete. one infers (hat the translators; not one of whom 
believes in verbal inspiration* changed the- m caning of ihc 
verse in order !o extend the verb \nspirt' over phenomena that 
wen: it"! instances of rttessiigei breathed on! by God.. Note 
i hat while some ol these gifts rna> be cases of inspiration, 
others- harri It require speaking .si ail, If anyone wishes to 
diveover ,i different motivation behind this mistranslation, no 
one c,lei deny that il is ;l eh liberate mistranslation of the 
Greek text, 

Also in 1 Corinthians, there is 1:30, perhaps to be cl&tsh 
tied as an unnecessarily lax paraphrase: 5=5, where the: sub- 
ject is wrong; /:!>1 ,md :1(J, improbublH,' interpretations; 14:5 
wrongly identifies the interpreter; and l i : • , a good para- 
ph ms*', but not a translation. 

Furl her in the Mew Testament, there is a law view of what 

Worship is, coupled wilh a Idas against the Deity of Christ. 

Nothing will be said here about the Old Testamcni. ex- 
cept ru note the crime of conjectural emendation of Hebrew 
radicate without .idotowleilgilfg that lliey have substituted 
other words-. 

Sometimes it is possible to force liberals to retract. The 
R$V a i' v-' Testament appeared ijio in 1946, Ii hid been 
widely heralded by jo immense advertizing campaign, A 
million people impatiently awaited it? appearance and turned 
eagerly ti-< p.igc me, the first chapter of Matthew, to see what 
(be- j^reyt new i. mshution was like. There w.i<s nothing sran- 
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ling on page one, A few years bin, the Old Testament was 
.hushed and the complete Bible went on >aSc, Perhaps people 
bonked at C^nds one, hut few automatically open a com- 
plete Bible to Mat (.he 1 , s' one. When finally they turned la the 

firs i page of the New filament, thev. found that Ac had 

hft ii .LfSdcd- On blG, Il had, “Other am ienl authorities read: 
Joseph, to whom was betrothed the virgin Mary, was the 
father ufjesns who is vailed Christ.'' 

U-i VS Im'si :ijk, why did, ihnc learned scholars add this 
note to the full Bible, when they had iiol put it on she first 
page of the New Testament edition? 

However ih«n is another point, h is false that ’’other 

ancient auth.tfr\liffs " so rend. Just what an “authority" m.u 
be is perhaps somewhat clastic, but among. the thousands at" 
MSS, there is only one- and it is not a G*?ck MS that reads 
m i hr note .viyi. E-ct ii. be repeated, no Greek MS ha,! the 
Reading the KSV quotes. 

N’o'W, il you look in a more recent edition ol rhe K.SV, 
you vi ill not see trie note. The protests of believers forced tile 
i ['i believers to retract their note mid thus to acknowledge 
taciLly the falsity of their assertion md ihv dishonesty of 
their Scholarship. 

45 “So also it is mitten, ihv first mail Adam came to be 
a living soul. The last Adam [came] m [bs j a life producing 
Spirit/ 1 ’ 

i ngltsh translations obscure the verbal connections here. 

I ke word translated natural- in the preceding verse is here the 
word for Saul icseepi only that the lirsi is an adjective and 
thi* one is a noun). Paul had been contrasting the natural 
body with the spiritual bodv, and ihis in defense of i - res-lir 
reel inn of believers, To support Ills assertions m particular to 
: ■ > l . i i :d i-: M the first part of his i tmpaiison, he quotes Ceoed-s 
2; ' 1 he peculiar Greek voi is Veib-oim I rum Ihc 

I.Nh. : i ut the prcp-.-stiiort, unneteasary both i:. F.nglteh and in 
Greek, may have arisen by <ui attempt to preserve the Heir <•« 
prepostl io n L {ta in ed S; 
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There is y further linguistic difTitulty, In English today, 
and in -View E'esiament Greek, the word toui denotes that 
: -:j tl of the person which in co-nlTas; with the body survives 
(lentli, and is immediately united with Christ in heavetyj This 
usage is found m Mj iihcw 10:28, Acts 2:2/, 31, II Corin- 
thians 1;23. I ftlcr Sill, 25, 11 Peter 2t8> and Revelation 
20:4. E'hcrr arc other passages where the com r-isl between 
bqdy and soul is not -so clear; and there are some where soul 
can be interpreted w mean the whole person, body and 
sold. In the Old Testament, however. stnc' regularly means 
the whole person,, the rombiitalian oS body and spirit; and. 
from <-oe such passage, Paul quotes here: " I hen the Lord 
God formed nuin of dust from the ground, and breathed into 
his nostrils the breath [ he,, spirit [ of lifeyiand man becamcs 
liuik send. 11 '1 Lins the soul is nor one ol man's components, 
I hi ■ the compound man. himself body and spirit. This Old 
Testament passage is now used 1c support Paul's assertion, 
"Theme is [indeed] a body [suitable for the combination 
called } sout- 

1 he second lull id the verse is neither a part of the Old 
Ttstiiqcnl quotation nor .I deduction from it, hut an apos- 
tolic assertion; chi last Adam, Christ, came L-o Lie a liic- 
producing spirit. Perhaps this phrase of apostolic inspiration 

can be tiiken as supporting whit w** mud in the previous 

verse, “there is also a spiritual (body]-" 

It further or not So taken, the lime at which Christ bv{-<wu* 
a life-produdng spirit must be the resurrection. That is what 
ihc conic At demands. M ol only the chapter as a whole, buL 
the ni-s l verse III particular; and this noil verse rules om 
|[t)dgt V Lame attempt to refer lS:4ab to the incarnation- At 
the incarnation, Christ received a Soul-body, as is el«r from 
thi- vifis^j-tudei 6f llif earthly ministry. However, Conlrtuy to 
Hodge, Llis resurrection produced a change in HfS hotly. 

"The MU Sc of the words ''life- producing spirit h " must also 
be found in the comcjct. By llif- resurrection, Christ became 
the ftiiwe resurrcctor of the sainis. Ibis is nor to deny that 
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by Ills omnipotence He could have raised the dead without 
His haring been incuHiated and then, inter Mis death, tesur- 
reeled; bin rather, in addition to the hit ! ih*r arc ording to 
God’s predetermination of Christ’s nrsui rcetiofi ;ls a means Lo 
whatever slum td happen J.nrr, the resurrect ir>n ol Christ j* a 
glt-Uan tee that the "life- producing" spirit will also raise the 
dead. 

For The more cLentcntory student t ■ I the Xcw Testament, 
one may point out that the comparison hum between the 
first and the last Adatn, in conjunction with tiri22 r and, of 
course, Romans o:L2-2L, is part of the basis ffpr concluding 
iliac i he first Adam •*■&$ the official represents Live of all 
naturally born human beings, by which representation, all 
Lhcse tire held guilty of his first sin, and that Jesus was called 
the (a$l Ada ill because He is the represent a Live of His race, tie 
which representation we stand before God dithwl in His 
righteousness, The present verse does not say all this explicit- 
ly, but apart from Lhe federal headship of Adam, this verse 
with iiji iwT) Adams would be very hard to exptain,- 

Wi “But the spjrjujul was not lirsi, hut the natural s and 
then the spiritual," 

Meyer and Hodge insist that since the word body does not 
occur here, Paul is sti i i tiy a general ly w of development- Such 
an interpretation faces dill: Leu I tics. First, the previous context 
concent rales on the resurrection of the body, and, therefore, 
ihe omission ol the w ord body can be explained .is merely 
Paul's preference to avoid redundancy. Second, ihe alleged gen- 
eral taw is not completely general. The spirituality of the W£'- 
Ond Adam d:d nor absolutely follow His "natural” nature, He 
was spirit before Ffis incarnation. One must say lit at, .u a gen- 
era I taw-, the spiritual, the infinite, the complccc eortici first tn 
order to give rise to rJic iucompLfte hcingihat then develops in- 
to Lis ideal Slate, However,. Christ was not a spitilual body be- 
- 1 si" i - His incarnation, or before His, resumed ion„ cilhci- There- 
hff-e, it IS lure and appropriate lo Say that the natural body is 
lirsi in time xnd thal the spiritual body comes afterward. 
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i" I hi fi -si di.L; ii i. ! .. .-tiiid, c.ir 1 vv; Lhe secernd 

man i: : from heaven." 

J ',' i:rv hair or ihi.* verse cause* no ?r. uhk; Adam's 
dy was made of :hc dust of the ground. The second hah 
hi-= j. comphc ui^r I- -ts P the "1 R on The ililhdrity of some 
eloOd uncials a r L ri many rursffiicg reads, “The wi'Ofid ts 
the l rrd from heaven. 1 " This reading cu-iiid suggest that 
Christ's human body it die incarnation wj: a heavenly berth 
H tljfci Adam's., However, this monirte ioum be di^iUowed in 
the interest •.•: Christ’s actual hutr.aniiv. :n .=Ii points like a» 

w '! A -I V. tnofe Uidetil M5S hjve it » Ir-iretoted ahovf, 

ind this make* easier sen.se. It refers nnt In she borfv as 
in me e[\ pendent n the Virgin. Mary, bul e.-- :ht rtsur- 
neL i i s r ■ body- In keeping with the interpreiuiiun of several 
vrfsw above, svh-ijo «rw* vras determined by she context, 
iieie, i. . 0 . The reaamreri n must not be dropped trom sight. 
The sen tenet- j* indeed ..-.indented, but there is no belter 
-ense ihan the r ojt i r_isi hciw et;i ArUm's. imt .-m bodies as 
CuLtThy .ind [he rrsvrrc-; rti m b'-di is he jvi'nly. 

4ft “Su-cb .is :h T.-t ■•• :nhv. so also are ihe earthy: and 
such as j= the hej.venSy t s <■ also arc the heawftiy." 

litis verse is n t so difficult as il first jppeam. Yet une 
ipiust notin ilia! in each of it> : wo parti, their is a unguiar 
and a pluraL J in v .ye hurt wjftfuTsW .ntit'CifMnit, ibcritfwt* 
r t Le r : 2 o- i r be dies, ihe -;r...j'i. raitht, .-■ Adam; the 

pi'.;: u mrc 111* descendants. The iingtiiar hcavtnls ls Christ and 
me pi vi r,s£ w*i![ he Hjs icsurrecEed ibaiiiEs, 

49 “An..: ii ve bore the :m r:f or rhe earthy, wl sha.il 
jJsm bear the imjuce of :he heavenly." 1 

LiCtt .’ .l ht 'I unusual HDtluaE problem. Nearly ill MSS 
dove the stibju:;: :.u la'htr ihi indie aiivc m the second 
; T . diff -recce .> between - hc:i " as in oinesa, and a 
■>■ ■■ i . u in • micron. lTte !- ■:■. j us ■•■■;•! sobjunctstfr would 
be hortaicuv . "Ls uv hear the image of Lhe heavenly " How, 
riTr; this ••■% i - fit the nicanini rhe pj.wj.yc. The whole 
■ iescriplise and . i aul ft describing [he lestth to <»Ut 
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bodies i - 1 <iur Khuie fCStJ lecli-uu, EL say , "I el us bear our 
. ■ ■• i.i i rr-t: r i ■ .ii bodies " makes no sense. Hence, wc muil j,«4pl 
the evidetme of a. very few MSS against the gmear majority. Ir 
goes against the gfiin, but for once, it mvist Ue done. 

J lib concludes a. pm agiapn ii- reply to th,e objection ibui 

.1 i . >■ II 1 1 It- 1 ii:-! : hudy mc.iMiedvahh . Nuv. 1 , Pant M-1 '.Ji lts VO. 

compli ic an earlier line of thought-, 

50-5S Summary: Hck, Phul resumes the irsdiatalogicjil 
them,- i.f ill- ; .ii 'ier part of rhr- rhapticr. N til ,-!l Chriv an-, 
will die. Those who happen t-n be alive when Chris! n- urns 
will be changed without hating ■■’ i indet s*v cen atpthx ?. Heath 
will be swallowed up in the victory ihal Oorl gives us through 
Jesuu Ovisi, our I -o-rrt , 

•ii-0 "Now this I say, brethren, that llesh and blovitl can- 

I'K ' : i Vi I - : I t he k .TigiH ■:.! in r. i f f'AKl , ]1 Ol d r>f S COV i Upt JOD i n El f f \ ' 

inrorniptiem. :: 

I his ivonduding paritgraph begins wi’h unuthcr ttpaoslolie 
i-. though csscrnisily the same proportion was given 
before in 15:4-2-44 

AlthoiigEt the word, flesh in die New- Testament 
in sinful nature, the phrasa- flesh and blood is .iLvays literal^ 
tn . : f figurative, as in Matthew 1 1 7,. at least without reference 

1 1 > sin I c! . Gal I ; Hj, Eph. 6: 1 2, and especially Hd?. 2: 14). I his 
is !. u nr ou- hx the i--h h&H <:• the vc-rsc, hecausorom^fHJiT 
dues not mean sin, but susceptibility Lo physical decay- Ptn; is 
FCttlly saying thai a corruptible inairrupi ibk body is rionsense, 
flc s-uryty is ne,E saying char s person who has had acoiruptib 
body cannot later “inherit” an incorruptible body. 

Thai there is any deep significance in Chmt’s s [airmen, 
'liin-.il.- me and sa, fen a spirit doc.s not ha c flesh ij <■ - 
tanai .-is you see me having" [Luke 24 j39>, is cEoubi id. EKe 
syh.se Llutirjii of btims lu-r blood doe* Box seem l<i be [n-'-i- 
'••im-tlJy significant, ior hnnerj arc also : arrup :bf . ,in-'l if 
bones cun be chunked,, so can blood. However, there remyins 
i questi-on af how thy visihl.e and tangible body compares 
with wftai Paul says in the rLe^i Lew verses. 
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.1-] "Bi-hahl, ] Lett v;ju a secret.; we shall not si] flic. but 
we shall all be changed-’’ 

i in- word die in this translation is, or course, steep in 
Greek; and the word it X*et is mjfStg^v. I ilftral translation wits 

;i I>: : h i : i : 1 1 i':l ! bore., it. 1 1 indeed to- point uiJi rhat deep mcfc^S 
fife, !. a to emphasize that mystery means secret, Some peu- 
plc .tre 3 it] tic Led by '•" is -spook ghos-tJy, in ynn f nv^ and 
irrational- Howm-cr, there is nothing spooky or unintelligible 
>i l h l.-, secret. Secrets are not usually unintelligible. Here,, 
i'ivnl 's secret is simply that there will be some people who will 
nut die. 

Vet, ts> rear! .ill the qqc-rn ;OTcrpr-ri:v ions given fo This 
vrrse, one might almost .sus-peri several ghosts in the closet.. 
By a cr-abbcclfly literal insistence on I he order of ihe Greek 
words, IL a]] shall noL die,’ 1 otie vorrimunLaSor wants Paul to 
UK"! 1 LhaT ii" C-hrisliAh would ilk; AM 111 shall not die; in 
! It. -HT Wt. Ms, .lI shall five. 0[Ju"' cctriuncrttacans sec here a 
belie] on Paul's part that he will not the. but will live u it til 
Christ returns. This view satisfies liberals who wish to prove 
that Paul '«vss mistaken and that the Bible is. not infallibly 
inspired, CcuisonjinT with : his is the idea that Paul Is address- 
ing ?;ic CortnchhiiiiS (as hr is), and that, there fore. The word 
ail moans ai! rh.e Cor it h., 5 ns, hut no others, Thi-- refusal to 
riclud c all C Kristians of future ajjes- though how it ^h’s wirli 

i hs first 'i i ■■ ■ 1 1 1 r y F.pfiesiani is hard tu wty-is u Mtf&d -.A utter 
absurdity by the genial of any future ages? the Parousis: will 
OCr-ny before A,D. 6U, There urc also variant MS readtmg* [hat 
have /iven rise • other peculiar interpretations. 

The i ii i 1 1 i rtj^, however, is perfectly clear. Paul *ays StntpK 
that not all Christians wilt have m ilk; some will be alive at 
Chv.si 's re-'.!!i; pul though they will not die, still flesh and 
blood cannot inherit the kingdom, and, Therefore, they as 
well as those who shall have died will all be changed and 
made incorruptible. 

32 “V . , !:'i m indivisible moment, in he i^.mue o an 
eye, a ; the Iasi trumpet; for the trumpet will sou: id, and Ihe 
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dead wifi be raised incorruptible, arid we shall all .11 
changed. " 

ti is or should he unnecessary to note that none: ihU 

li La irJLO any itaiufdLstiC oil tlujliailiSUc system of Lhoughl. Oi 
^ : fr-t:, none of the Bible does. Hinton is control Jed b-. rho 

Sovereign Lord- Whatever I&ws ti may have art ieleolygjcd t 
ioi mechanical; and God produces events that ft cwrouiait 
and Ein-steiniun phy-SiCa fifal no room for 

tt rai more CdiicprnR devout Ghrii 1 1 ans is ihc series :;1 
evt nts ji ending the ['arotuia. In the txOirrjfl-A tf.'i Etckalvi 
vgy. a i ami poiui from Vas w-aa left dangling. He h&rt argued.; 
j hi last enemy is death; ihc eomriicring of all s niter enemies, 
at j i lo 1 1 si o uerttU Mil' i v i <_;:i of Cl:- rit ! , -j : c 1 1 des the c- uup. lest 
. 1 1 :l: i: i ■ i . Paul m$ike* this COTiquOSt Oi i : i ■ ' (> with 1 hi* Puinusi 
and :hc resurrection of believers; this occurs ai the very' last 
end, the last trump; and this excludes -.up, further crisis. 

Gonrtrning chi- wgurcieni, several rhinga should be said 

first, and then they should be supported by continuing the 
exegesis. 

■j I I Paul does 1V0E ■: | u 5 niitke the cor.quOsl ofdCHlh Util IT 
dde with the Paremsia In ihr ftray Vos. has in mind. far one 
thing, even Vos will admit rlim Christ ''s Own pestirreelion is a 
pan of Irik Conquest, buL A.D. 30 is not included in lbc 
f’rui'.i-i i P hi the second place, although [he complete con- 
quest of de.\;b ^coincides vvjth^ cn better, occurs during the 
FafOusia, it does not Coincide with the resurrection a I the 
righteous. Vt» at I the PMtuiSia weic fut mst.m-.encous 
■J iVvFrt, rather than a royal tour. However, since l Lour i.ikys 
time -it*d is not insiamaiK'i^us. the Ihot [hat the complete 
'■’oh quest occurs during the Parousia does ju-l prove, a* Vos 
claims, that the complete conquest occurs :ti rbe inomeF'.i Mu- 
Saints iH.L'i:: fitised. 

!f: Hence, “the end" does not rtecessarily rclyi 0 ilu 

very last end of ev-etythiag. Ay for th* l.ist trump in panic- 
'jiar, why must any tramp at all be blown for [be resurrection 
of the wickrd? Vos, <u" course, believes tb^r his u (>umerti ii 
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logically cfnichisive r but the meme possibility that there is no 

trump ,ji :he end of tin- millennium shftws (haa Vos’ 
ment in 

Ori the mailer <.4 the Liuiiapel, Meyer has a different view, 
which though possible,, dyes not seem quite satisfactory. He 
s.ivs, “1 ht- last trumpet is- that sounding at the final momti-ftt 
of this of the leCtld. |l does not con Si set with this stalc- 
iu«ii, i 1 wr su|^ua- ih.it hml conceived s he second resurrec- 
tion als- 1 . 1 I, v. 24} Eo Eakc place with mi mpe* -sound, for eaha- 
toi has its temporal reference in &< tTl houtm,"* t'hai is, the 
Iasi trumpet of | Corinthians is I he last trumpet of fAif agr. 

In addition, one may nrl? that Paul's last trumpet he nr is 
not i<> lie identified with the seventh or Urn trumpet of 
Revelation S:fs T but wii-h iht: single tn-tmpei of 1 Thosi- 
lonians lr 1 6. 

f-3) Turning now from, ibe idea of the lust trump. Date 
bother notes that Vos docs: not roiisidct the fact that Paul's 
aim i> to com fort the Corinthians. He nowhere mentions the 
wicked. 'a rt 1 Vos' 1 argil men i presupposes that Paul in this 
passage dated the reStirrtdion of the wicked at the instantan- 
eous Advent Of Christ. Thus V r oS based his argument On it 
fake premise, 

1'in'sf rem.irk* complete ihe Rkcufsus that was left un- 
finished, They arc lKe: alternative exegesis given in reply to 
Vos. A sort of appendix may now lie added to fill in some 

details concerning the relation between \ Gedruhians ]S 
and RcvcJgiliflu 20. The amilkmniaJlsts assert that Revc- 
li on is- ap:ii ;d\ pile, highly figpr.i'ive. and tinckvu. Pauil is 
very literal and entirely dear, Now, responsible exegesis, 
they sav. requires .my urtekat passage to be interpreted by 
cIlusc tliat aji. clear. I 'his, ol course, is true. However, what 
the amtllcnniaUstS do not seem to not ire is iluu what Rev- 
elation 20 iti yi is far clearer than anything Paul does .-kj/ 
say, Paul ijjnrtrcs the millennium, the resurree i ion of the 
wicked, and other escha to logical events, Such events must 
be taken From Reveiatirin ;md titled into Paulk sketchy 
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..inline- Or, better, RrwEaiiou .md Rod should lie fitted into 
each other. 

Now, Revelation, for all its tp real 1 , utic visions, s n c so 
um in Lei liable JIS lire SUlOiUefUU&listS jtfitMn (0 think. With or 
wirhnui the assumption that Revelation 19 coiicetus ihe P.s: 

• i ii-: .. Revelation 20 clearly Says that Satan will be bound j 
thousand yeai's. this js a perfectly i lew assertion of ,s mil Sen.- 
nium. During this period of lime, Satan cannot deceive the 
nations. This indk-ates a temporal sequaice;, Satan is first 
bound and later he is loosed. Note particularly that then 1 is .i 
jK'riod of time fl/l*r the millennium, i period of rime that the 
.LmiUenrtialisls musL deny, since they deny the millennium, le 
begin with. Erven if they adjust their reran tnofogv and d.oe 
the beginning of the millennium at A.D, lb 1 , they have enor- 
mous difficulty Lo identifying a tcnspcsml period when Satan i> 
I ■ : ■ iiL'ai followed by a period when S,u:m is Hooded to deceive 
the nations once again. 

lire rektciu-i? in RcveJ.uion 20 m this pmiod of i::ue j> 
parentheiicat, so that verses 3, rnd return to the millen- 
nium and assert twice river that the saints shall reign with 
t:h!-isi during the thousand years, Rewtariort 2 !>:?■£ refer to 
ihe period after the millennium and describe Satan as attain 
rinmiriR the nations unlil fire lOiths tii>wn from ' •■ nvii and 
devours' $#a» -uuS his supporters, 

Undoubted K, chore an- details in this account that -ire 
only partially revealed, and there arc question* only partially 
answered, but Li is dear, Ji.s dear as asnytlung Paul said any- 
whertp that iheFC is a sequence ■.■: periods of time; and this 
sequence is ••Jiconsk? enl with aip illennialisi'n, 

3S-54 "Fot Lius corrupt thle mvist pui on mtonupii « i i - 
icy, ind this mortal must pul on immortality. Now when this 
corruptible has pm PH inwrtupisbiulv and this mwi :l has 
put u-n i m mor tali [y. then shall the word duu was wrillen 
come pass, iN-.iih fs swailii.vvcd up In vie r* My, " 

The first o! these corses is a icpcijiion to introduce the 
■<t\ >nd. ['he .imJiku.iriiins no doubt insist iha: ifie retire. -i 
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tioli of L 1 1 ■ ■ I: (htcims .HUS tJlt oomplttc vkI.iH iwi-: dc&lli ■-!' 
sunn] t a neons, However, .even the gramniHi does noi favor Ihk 
view, When an aurist subjunctive depends on a main verb m 
I he future indicative, the correct, bul now Mimcdut stilled, 
translation is put in the future perfect; When this corruptible 
shall have pm un incorruptibility , .,,,. then the wo*d shall 
can in pass." How limp alter is inn indi. at*d by tin- gr*»i- 
man - , and when half of the future event in left out of view, 
nne cannot say that the I Wo points mentioned are simuJ- 

tailCnSJSi: 

55 ■ ,l Whcrt 1 death, es thy victory? Where, death, is thy 

atinK? 1 ' 

This is not d misquotation of Isaiah ?5;fi and Hosra 13: 

! I, hut ail edit? of their words., filled together into a shuiil of 
triumph as ihe chapter approac Iws its conclusion. 

56 "The sling of death is sin, And (he power of sin is the 
law." 

Om- might have expected Paul to write. Th^ichig of *in is 
death. Sin like .i scorpion has a simger, and that slingcr in- 
Hurls death,. I 'his, however, is essentially the meaning of (he 
second phrase. It ns the law that prescribes death as the - pen 
alty for sin. Were there no law, there could hr no sin. Sin is 
fawfasMirv.; where thw is: no I aw, mu is nor bn pined. The 
first phrase, their hi re, might to mean something at least 
slightly different, Could it mean thaL only sin mokes death 
trmblc, as one commentator siys? However, such -.m inter- 
pretation implies thui had Adam mn .sinned, lie still would 
have died, though the kk'.i and experience of death would 
nol have been tumble . If his stems mcoosLst.cn t with Genesis, 
At Sr.Ki, -he probation of Adam and the threat <ji JtoUh ws 
the ptmiyhirtcrii for disobedience would seem to indicate that 
if Ad, i m had passed the ujst. be would nos have died. 

Another commentator writes, " L TAc fting of death is sin: 
that is. rival St would have no power to injure us if it wen 1 not 
foi sin.'" IfsjwL-vci:. til is is lire meaning of tile vtrCOnd phrase, 
mil the f i: si, llie gentleman gives owe i .isnns for his inter 
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[(■relation: "(1) Because if there were no sin. there would in- 
no death," Thifr SlUtfcltfiem is Irufc, but l! does nol fit the 
phrase. '"{2) Because sin gives death, when it has hern intro- 
duced. all its terrors/' However, this sounds as if cicalh had 
-'i r> 1 been "introduced," 1 and then later rin made it terrible. 
This is backwards, Would it mu he bcEtif to ->Ay j ■ Death when 
■ntroduecd i^jivc sin its m rors? J lere is a verse to ponder. 

57-5fl "'But grace | LliUiiksj be to God who gives us (he 
victory thnmi'h our Lord Jesus Christ. Consequently, my 
brethren , be stable, immovable, abounding in the woik of the 
Lord always, knowing Unit vein I oil is riot empty in the 
Lord/’ 

EIle: triumph: ml conclusion, begun in 15:54, increased in 
15:55, with a parenthesis so 15:5(5, cnmffit CO & cn&tadmg 
con dii si on here. 

Et is wonderful, it is appropriate, and it is required that 
we praise God for guaranteeing our deliverance from death 
and corruption. However, at lbs moment, we Live here in 
Gorin ih; our congregation is beset with serious i roubles [ ;md 
I he p Liwers of papnien surround us. Ihcrc-fore, wc .should 
■'mortify emotion" {wfcrdsafr pathos* Gol. 3:5), be slcdEiisi 
•Mtl unchangeable, not erratic and seaiterbrajned. easily dU- 
enuraged; and we should multiply our good works in the 
knowledge Lhal the Lord wall make them praii table. 
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1-12 Sum m.iry : Pfivmy junong ihf Christians iri JeruiS' 
k-m rccjuirnii ihc Corinthians (6 contribute aid. Paol not only 
dnt'-v-f up 1 lie orders For collecting the contributions, but also 
For their ccgweyancc to Jerusalem. This invokes Paul's travel: 
phtilt,, mid m cii|jikining his schedule, he also speaks of Tim • 
<Jihy, who could visit Corinth, and Apullos who could not. 

E '’Coiiccming ihc contrcbution For the s*ints, us ! di- 
rected iIil- churches of Galatia, ■;■■■ also you must do. On the 
First day of the week each of you by himself set aside and 
treasure whatever he may e:irn Jor, whatever is earned] iri 
order that then when 3 come there mat be no collect ions/' 

This passage ant! others give ihc in formation that the 
saints in Jerusalem suffered from extreme- poverty. Hcwtgjs 
remarks. Thr p-overty of the Christians in Jerusalem arose 
from r Kc Community of good a introduced among them 

a 'i the beginning; an error which serose from m excess of luxe 

over knowledge:. In thirty years (more accurately, twenty] 
ili .(I mistake may ha ■■ i: produced its legitimate effects,” Vol- 
in; ary communism has always failed because, as Hodge con- 
tinues, "Perfect Quality in got ids requires perfect freedom 
I rom selfishness and indolence.’ 1 El also requir-. s a high degree 
of economic understanding,, a quality elected ofFLeialaj: never 
have- euougli of; Galvin was light when he perceived ih-at 
private capitalism is the cconomi< system thai the liible ap- 
proves. 

In view oJ the poverty at Jcrusaiem (cf. Ri6nt. 3 5:26)., 
Paul had ordered ihc churches in Galatia also in mA« tcnuii- 
butions, though cl is not mentioned in that epistle. The Con- 
ti i bud. ms were no doubt voluntary, nevertheless Phul had 
ordered sir commanded (diefaxu j it ::i G.i!.:?3.i and does so in 
Corinth as well (poitsate, imperative), 
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hull ha<5 not only ordered ihesc comrlhutions, be bad 
direi Led the method IP be used. Soule cocnmentatolr; de- 
scribe this method as sax ini; money at home {Jtar'fu>aut6i, by 
himself), and then, says Meyer, "The collection was to be 

then far already Made, ihaE everyone would only h.ixi,- m 
produce what he had already gathered together week by 
week out ui Ills profits in trade. Surely :liis interpretation 
violate* i he spcciFic injunction iliat no collections are to be 
made when Paul comes. 

Ik dge supports a bettor view, ftr' fiaurt&i, hi- s.iys. docs 
not mean at home, but simply by himself, in other words, let 
each take to himself wlui lie intends Co give. TfttfSffirrjidu 
does not mean "save at home." 1 It means, “put into the tre.i- 
sii : v . “ This strongly suggests ihc com mum treasury of the 
congregation. Further, if ihc money were to be saver! at 
home, there would, be no point in mentioning the first day of 
: |u week. Set ring aside money m home amid best be done 
on whatever day the money was received. l"he mention of the 
first day makes sense only if Paul had in mind a church 
service on the Lord’s Day- I hc passage is fatal to Seventh 
Hay Adventism, 

“Whatever be mav earn*' is a jjpnd enough translation, 
tun ii surety distorts Pyyil H s meaning. Paul doe-* not require 
the Corinthians to give all their tamings. Li is legitimate to 
.s:ly, 'Ms he has minted/* II he has earned nothing, he is not 
required to give anything, for there is another word in the 
Greek phrase tbai is awkward in English: whaievrr if hi- has 
earned. The if can be a hint that perhaps .someone has tamed 
nothing- There were people here in America, in the Lhinies. 
and today, and perhaps some at any lime, who itfc uni of 
work . 

&-4 ‘""When 1 am present, whomever you select, ! shall 
send with letters to tarry yout faxo.r to Jerusalem. And if it 
be gocid for me toga too, they shall accompany rne " 

I hn- Corinthian church is to Select i?s own represents tries, 
Paul did nor choose ihc in. However, Paul sends them. - they 



Chapter 16 


3 iff 

ffj by ajwSlcilie AttlKurity, "this authority is wideniwl by 

Et'Clrf^. i .lit! Would write ^CWral fptlCIfS, HO doitbl En v,.:iam.i> 

persons in Jerusalem- "Ini: phrase, though it immediately Ld- 
fow.V i be ^i:rh st lfct, musi bt- Attached* m>i to ibr ^electing 
process- that would make no sense but to the sending 

llowrvtr, letters may not be needed, If Pant considers ic 
good ii’ worthy, hi- will personaliv accompany the rijiiv-- 
senLii lives lo Jerusalem. Apparently, most to nUn cplators 
hold thin the (rip to Jerusalem would seem good lu PhuL 
only if a large amount afoiosicy had been collected, II would 

be: iienealh apostolic dignity i o accompany an insignificant 
contribution. 

5 ' i shall come to you when. [ pass-through Macedonia. 
Id? I am passing ihroitgh Macedonia. Perchance I ^fca^l I stay 
with you or even spend the winter there-: in order that you 
may send me on wherever I may go. for I do not wish to see 
you right now on the run, for I hope to remain with you for 
Some lime, if the Lord allow," 

Paul had considered other travel plans, but thins what be 
1 HI idly fits idl'd upon and Stm it;d Clue. Elis desire to- stay sev- 
eral months i<! Conn I h* though only a lew days in Mace- 
donia, testifies lo his concern for the Corinthians and his 
intention Lo set some things straight in person fcf, ■ t . 

8-1) "Bui I shall smy m Ephesus until Pentecost,, for ;t 
door great and effective has -opened for me, and opponents 
ire many,"' 

However great Paul's cortEcm for the Corinthians may 
h: i vc been, he could not pisl drop his work lit Kphesus and 
run to them, lie decided to spend the spring in Ephesus, use 
i he So miner id puss through Macedonia, and arrive in Cbnnth 
in the fall. I'hi: riatjori was that Kphrsus {indented him with 
•to umtsoally promising opportunity. He could work there 
with great effect. fviituraJly, there were many enemies. 

10-1-2 "|j Timothy should come, see that be be without 

fear among yon, lor hr dors the Lord's work as I do. Accord- 
mgly T let no one despise him. Send him -on in peace, that be 
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may come W me, tor I di^il i rt;civc him with I he brethren. 
Ckmetming brother Apollo*. 1 urged him many t Lines to- Come 
to you with the brethren. But it was absolutely noL his will to 
come uow, but he will come when he [inds time.'’ 

I he plan for carrying the coni ributions In Jerusalem leads 
to i lie mention of Timothy and A polios. Timothy will visit 
Djrinth. Some loo energetic businessmen may despise him 
because he is so young- Tins must not be allowed because 
I'imoihy is doing the Lord’s work, and obviously very well. 
The CoriilthiartS arc then tea send him on tu Paul with some 
lather brethren. 

AS for ApolEos, Paul urged lum also Cc? visit. Corinth, but 
he decided against it for the time being. He would comclater- 
Fhis reference to Apo-llos, hill's unpng him to go to Corinth. 
when: some said, “1 am of ApoEIo-s,” shows how mistaken ih =■ 
liberal cummenianw was, when he said that Paul was jealous 
id A juntos. 

13-24 Summary r The final exhortation 3 the work of 
some local pastors; greetings from Asia; Paul’s own greet ihg; a 
warning and a benediction. 

13-14 "Be aJertj siancl Eirm in the faith, be a man, be 
Strong; let all your affairs proceed in love . " 

This is the final exhortation and the summary of -ill liu- 
[jr*viLiys ilUliuetilOftt and preempts, Thy difficulties [he Corim- 
• hi si ns faced necessitated this apostolic advice. 

15-1 H 'T urge you, brethren -you know the household 
of btephaenus, that it is the first Emits inf Achaia* and J how , 
dir- ? set themselves to serve ihc saints l hat you \ ohm if 10 
such persons and in cjiyryiinc who cooperates and works- i 
am gl*d for lire presence of Stephanos, Fcifiunatus, and 
A ch ileus because these men made up for your absence, for 
they have refreshed my spirit and yours. Therefore give ree- 
ngmuion to such people/’ 

Step harms was the first convert in Aduia- Achaia is that 
pan of Greece south of Macedonia, including all i >i the 
Peloponnesus, and some islands. Since Stephamis wav the 
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first convert., Jir could not have been Hiving in Corinth, for 
Athens had ;s few convene before Corinth.. However, he must 
have shortly t«rar to Corinth, where he served xs a pastor 
perhaps, or in Mine pniminent capacity. App.uv;uK, .1 pari 
of the Corinthian church did not like him, .md Paul insisis 
iluti ■ l> c y t;ivc him then respect, Vet he aud two others were 

chosen * ts Corinthian diriegatcs ro vi-.ii 3;.i|.j! in Kphrsus.- Ihc 
purpose -I the visit tv .is doubtless to discuss the troubles in 
Corinth .md io bring Paul the letter mentioned irt 7^1- 

19-20 ’The chmthes of Asia greet you,. Aquils and! 
Prise a, with the church that it in their home. street you most 
corrli illy in rite Lord- All the- brethren gyc« you. Greet each 
other with a holy kiss.” 

ihf defecation from Corinth to Paid, AquilftV -and FYis- 
dli.i 1 * travels from Rome to Cniim.li u: Kjjlit s lls, show thru 
some Christians! at least were able 1o 1 ravel considerable dis- 
lartccs even before the jet age. A peculiar triviality is that the 
Avian churches greet ehr Corinthians with i pktrrd verb; 
Aquil.i and Pns< ilLi with, their church grwi the Corinthians 
with :t siiigubtr verb; anti alt the brethren revert to the plural. 

21-24 " ! he greeting of Paul in my own hand, il anyone 

docs iiol love the Lord, let him be asi.uhcma, Maruiuiha. "3 lie 
grace id the Lord Jesus be with you. My bvc be with you all 
in Chris i Jesus. Aincrt-" 1 

According to 11 Thessalniuans 3:17, Paul signed ill bis 
qpisllev. L hough he had a secretary write the train body ol 
the leuci (ef. Col. 4: 1 ft). However, not all his episiltfs-itnd 
with the words-, ‘"I Paul by my own hand/' One must ■suppose 
ill;:. I he neglected this custom in Romans, it Corinth dsns, 
liphfsiiiils. and others, or that without these words, hr wrote 
the greet i ng* o:l Romans I (a ; 1 - 2 1 r T I Cori odd uns I 3 : 12- 1 4 , 
and Lphesians b:2!-2-l in his own rctugnizahk handwriting. 

Verse 22 is ;■ eyrie. Aatiiherntt ’’At-i aside for de- 
struction." I'he curae is enforced by Martin or, .Marrow 

ihii. "1 he tVii'nn i form oJ ilu-sc Aramaic words niKtns. “Thr 
Lord has edme/ Thir i..s t, i, wu!- belter sense, means, “Lowl. 
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come!/' In the First ra.Sc, ihe past Coming of the Lord, and in 
the Second ease, the lurure coming: of the Lord, -guarantees 
i he certainty ol this destruction. 

After this Curse on those Who do not love the Lord, Raul 
■gives hi* batting io ehe main body of the Corinthian Chris* 
tuns, Then,, he closes by sending to them all his love in 
Qiriil, 

The last word is .4 men. As an anliclimactic conclusion for 
the commentary,. these details are added. The Aland-Slack 
Met^ger-Wikgren lexL omits ihe A men in spite of the pre- 
ponderance of evidence. B, two numbered uncials, and a few 
etu j-iu-s omit il. At epic A B. C. D_ K. P_ Psi. am! a larger number 
of cursives Ixave it, In his Textual Commentary, Metiget vlos. 
"The liturgical Amen is added in most witnesses/' Hovsv£r n 
! litre is no evidence Lo support his assertion that :S was add- 
ed, Why not say, the "‘liturgical” Amen w^ri carelessly 
dropped by a few scribe*? 

The same problem occurs in I Thessu Ionian* 5:28, though 
the fvidwte in this case is Slightly less. 

Paul does not always end his lei lets with Anum. it is 
found, in Romans, I Gorin th Ians, Galatians, and I Thessa- 
lonians, The others, probably" including Titus, do not have il. 

Although not a Pauline epistle. Il Peter is another Ciisc of 
this editorial procedure. Metzger [op. eit., p. 707 j say*. '“On 
the one hand the external testimony supporting the presence 
of Amen at the close oF the doxology is almost overwhelming 
iai scope and weigh [ fWliat an admission.]] including p72 
AW f.ili A. C |<ind sortie cursives and versions] On du- other 
hand, if ihe wand were present originally, it is difficult to 
account For its absence , . . in B ... as well as several other 
miniscule*." So rite editors pul the Arnett in square brackets 
at the end of 13 Peter. 

In I John, [he preponderance of evidence i> against Lhc 
-linen. However, the editors .in.- clearly swayed by the idea of 
“liturgical addition." One must ask, how did such liturgical 
additions come into existence, if there were no original in 
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slAJiccs ■>! the Amen? llw sLt<;h guesswork Gvefbabnicc 
rhe ac Trial evifltnce? 

U'helfiei or not there is ..in A men should in each case be 
dulermirip'd by the preponderance of evidence, F&ran ciditoi 
l<> reject ’’evidence , . . almost Overwhelming in Scope and 
^eig,hi' u and alter bis published tent on the unsupported swp- 
posation thar. Home pious seribe added. tL for liturgical reasons:, 
is not the best scholar ship, Amen, 
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The Crisis of Our Time 


Historians havi chjisiftics! ihr 1 li »rcc-fn eJi century tlwAgf 
ui Faith and termed theeigliteemh century lIll- Age of Reason. 
Tk tuptiejli century ba(bte» billed many i lungs: ilieAiomk 
Age. the % of hiEL.ujon, the Age of lHi- E Viam. the Age- of 
U[uaim>, But bt desfivesene name an ore than the others: the 
Age of (nationalism, (Amtempocaty secular intellectuals are 
an Li -inteller Hurl. Gui^mpinyiy philosophers an- gtui-pEiil- 
osopliv QoJ^mporary theologians are anti Llbfology 

In [xsst centuries secular philosophers him- genera Lh 
Believed tliat knowledge i< jKjss-ilile tomari. Gonmiiiefiily the? 
c^jx-ndftl a great deal of thought and effort crvhig; to justify 
knowledge. In the twentieth ceinury; however, i he optimism of 
i lie secular philosophers has all but disappeared. They despaic 
of knowledge. 

Like their socu.tej counterparts;, Ehcgn-ai ifitolcgidii's and 
d of. tors of the church taught tltai knowledge is possible toman. 
Vet eJic theologian?, uf the twentieth century have repud Land, 
that Belief. They also despair of knowledge, Tllii ladical 
stqiiicisBi has Eilceted dowri [n>.m the philosophers and 
theologians 4nd penetrated our cm tire culture, from television 
EO musif to literature. The Christian in fhc f&arUitUk centur, m 
confronted tvith an wem 1 helming vntiural fortirriM— 
f i*nes Stated explicitly, but must often implicitly: Man doce not 
and capuiof know anyth mg Italy 

What does this have to do with Clins-tinnuy? Simply this: 
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EL junta tan kilOr. 1 stolilistg ifuiy, mail can truly know noillEiLg. 
We cannot know ibai the KibLe is ihe Word of God, tha l Clu ist 
died Em sin, or rh.'ir Christ is a Live today at the 1 Li-: In hand ot the 
Father. I'riLcss know ledge i - possible, Christianity is nonsensi- 
cal, For it claims iu b t knowledge. What is at stake in the 
I w< iiitieth meun is hot .simply a single doctrine such as she 
Virgin Birth, rn ihe existence of hell, as iin.pori.ini as those 
docLrines may be. but the whole of Christianity itself IF 
knowledge ii no? possible 10 man, it is worse than silly Loaigue 
paints of doctrine— it is insane, 

I he Lmiiionalisiri of the present age is so thorough-going 
and pe Evasive that even the Remnant— the segment ot the 
i >: ■ it g, chu rch t hat i e> ■ 13 i is falthfn ! has acotjj ted much of 

it, Frequently wiihoLit even bring aware of what if wa s 
L-urejJtmg. In siimr circh-s (his irrational isrn Fins bcCrtme 
synonymous with pieLy and humility, nrid ttierse wh-ci oppose it 
are denounced as raLionalisi^—tis though to he logical wetea 
sin. Our cor. Temporal y an ri- theologians make a fQ-niradtrrion 
and Lull it ;i Mystery i he faithful ask for trutli and ate given 
Paradox, II any balk at swallowing the absut dines of the 
an ri -theologians, rhe-v are fvrqi icn r U m.irkrrl -is hm-tics or 
M'l' i^iiLHtii's who seek load in dr pen dm tly of God. 

flier u (situ greater tlireai faring the tute Church oi Christ 
ai this moment dtan die atiaLtonatism that now com rob our 
entii cub urc. Communism, guilty of mis of millions of 
murders, including those of millions of Christians. is to be 
feared bm not tie.jj Ly so much as Lite idea that we do nor and 
uuiro know the nurli. Hedonism, rhe popular philosophy of 
Ameiira, is not to hr fcarcil so much as tlie belief that logit 
— that mere human logic/ 1 10 use the religious inattoua lists' 
Own phrase- — ;.s tunic;. i hi- ,jii,rr Its oil uuiJi. mi tcveLatimi. on 
the iTtce I fee t. and on logic are renewed daily, liar tiote weli'l he 
misologists — rhe haters of logic- use logic lo demon spate rhe 
I'Uliltty of using logir. t he artri-irtrcllcctita Is ermstmet intricate 
intellectual argMtnc ms to pmvc- the insufficiency ol tine iniel- 
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irrt, Die anti- theologians use the gevealed Word of God it? 
show that there can be no revealed Word ol God or that il 

thf-rr could. u would re-main impritEirnhlc: iiarksif-.ee and 
Mystery Lu c 1 u 3 Finite tniiEds. 


Nonsense Has Come 

Is 11 -ii wonder rhat rlir- world is grasping 31 sri'sws — rh< 
straws of expetit-T 3 tiilis.fr . iiiysLirisEn arid drugs? Alter all, if 
people art: told; that the Bible contains insphible mysteries., then 
is hoi .i flight into mysticism Co be esepcaed? On whai grounds 
cart it be ccjncLemned': Certainly not on logical grounds or 
Biblical grounds, if logic is futile arid Lite Bible unintelligible 
Moreover, if 11 cannot be condemned on logac.i. ot bihlical 
■pounds, ir cannot lu- ni.idmiiw'd ar all. If people arc going Lo 
have a religion of the niysiei Lum, lhc-y «. illiwfsdo^i Chrisdaii- 
ity: They- will have- a grnthnr mystery religion. “Those who 
call Few Nonsense.' C,S. Lewis once wrote, ‘will Fin ! ih.u :i 
cormV And iliac i.s precisely w Fiat has happen t'd. T hepopnlai- 
itv of 1 . astern mvseicism, of drugs, and of religious ex pcrieiHr- is 
1* logical ctitisequMice uf the irrationalism ”'1 1 ' ■ ‘ . • nricrh 
«ittury rfe con and wilE be no Chiistian rr -. iv.iJ— and no 
ttcon sUruc: ti on of s-ocir-r- — unless and until the inaucmalhrd ol" 
the age ts totally repudiated b\ Gtiristiani. 

The Church Dcfiratj™ 

Yet how shall r h do ii- I hr spokesmen lor Chi is l an try 
have been Jaiallv infected with irraiiotialism. T ile seminaries, 
which annually xsain (Fioo^tiids of men in teach millions cif 
CEuivii -its. are the Finishing sc L khjIs cif irrjLjoniilis-O', ccvmph't- 
ing 1 be job begun by die gover n-neni sr-r 1 rtnls and col leges. 
Si.iiite of the pulpits nl the m<is 5 conservative diu: l lies we are 
not spiking of iht apo&tate cl utches .=i-. cwpupled by 
graduates of rhe ami- iJuupgical Hfbtvob:. Tt'sese prnduct* |,r 
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modern anti- theological education , when askitd lo give .t 
reason foi the hope that is in them. can generally kspontl wish 
only ihe intellectual a na login* ol a shrug—a mumble about 
Mystery, i ln-\ haw Jim grasjxd— smb therefore cannot teach 
i Hose fo-i whom they an- rei.fKHis.Lbk' — the first truth: "And ye 
studl Ikitov lilt* truth." Many, Lit fad, evplu Lily deny it. saying 
that, at best, w-y possess only "pointers" to the uuth, os 
nbcihinj "simiJat" to the truth. a nwrc analog, is the 
impotence erf the Christian Chtirrb a pit?./ Ler Is the fascination 
with peniemstalisjn arid faltli healing; arttong members of 
conservative churches ais enigma? Not when oik understands 
r he son til si tidied n( mix' use iliai ispima-yvd in the name of ( »ud 
Lit the Eriiiinarie. 1 ;. 


1 he Trinity Foundation 

1 hcc.n-iiintsul I he Trinity Ftiuiidirtimliifffll) btilkv. ;tm 
theology is uo impntittiLi to be left lo the licensed. theologian-* 
— the graduates of the schools of rheology. They have created 
l he Eiiiim Foundation forth? tvpre» purpose rtf leaching the 
fciitlrfuf all dial Lite Scriptures cOi'iia in— Slot wai'ined! over, 
baptized, secular philosophies, Each member of the board of 
dircttorfi id I he I'rimiy Fouiitiaiiun yignd thisuath: "J 
believe th;u tin I-Si bJ.: atone and the Bible its iis entirety :$ Lhe 
Word oE God and, therefore, inerrant in the autographs, i 
ht'lievi: i liar the system of utith presented in rhe Bible is Ijn.hi 
S ummari/ed in the V, rsmi mstci Cortfossion of Faith Sn help 
sue 

I he muris-tu of i hr lunisv Foundation if- the presenta- 
tion '>[ [lie system of truth taught in Scripture as < I&li Iy and as 
completely as possible, We di* twi regard obscurity as a virtue, 
ijfn (!'i:iU:donas,i sign oJ spirituality. Confusion. tike ail error, 
is sin, and reaching that confusion is all that Christians can 
hope tor is doubly .sin, 

l he presentation of tin truth erf SnipitiK necessarily 
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involve.’, the rejection of itpcm', l Eh- Found at Lon has exposed 
and will continue to expose the irrationalism ol rln- twentieth 
teiuury. wlvether its t urici u sf:tokesiiian be an existentialist 
IjltiSo^apbc! or n professed Reformed theoEogtan, We opyujse 
unc rijnlt I feet Uftl ism , whei her ii lx- « -spoused by aiwu-i rthndcui 
theologian or a (undartietttulist evangelist. We reject tuisology, 
whether ir be oti the Lips of a w«i-ev.ingelica1 ot those ol a 
Roman t-ltln ilu charismatic. Fo each rm.ii u< bring die 
brilliant light i ft Stl iptUne. pifOV tug all thing!, and holding last 
to thiH ultieh iy true- 

The Primacy uf Theory 

S Eh- LTiLiiislry of I hr I’riniiy Foundation k not .1 "practi- 
cal ministry If you are a pastor, we will not enlighten you on 
how to organ!#? art Kummical prayer mwiing in ybut 
fomifounity 01 hovv to double church acU ndantB in a year. If 
you im- a hoineniakci, you will liavc 10 read elsewhere to find 
out how to berornea total woman. I (you area businessman, wc 
'■s J tl not i.rll yoii how lo develop a social conscience, The 

pryiasittg t lunch is drowning in sudi prat ti-ca-i " advice, 

I hr- Irhiky Foundation is unapofogetirfoh theoretical a ra 
us outlook, believ ing tltat dteoty without piaetice is dead, and 
ilia 1 practice without theory ri blind. The trouble with the 
pjofe*sing church is not priniaiily in its practice, bin in is 
theorv Christians do not know, and many do not i-ven can? to 
know, the doctrines of Sc ripture. I)cn; nine is iriEellectual, and 
Christians are generally amitirndkaual, Doctrine is cvkhw 
lowei philosophy, and tiny scorn ivory towers. E he ivory tow c 1 
however, is the control LouH-rof a civilization. It is a fnndamen- 
lal. iheoretii al mistake irf the prat ikal nii-n to think Llaat lllo 
can be metely pnu th al r for practice is always the practice erf 
Hum* theory. The relationship between itieon and priH lice 
the relationship between cause bind effect If a person 
[ earr'c c theory, h Ls practice w tl i a nd to be «ttr«l. I hr practice 
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ill . orm-inpcrraiy Christians in unmoral because ii is ihf 
praclii coF False ihcorif.-.-*, El is a major theme I itaJ mistake vd I he* 
practical men 1 1 » think that tlney can ignore (Fat ivory towel * of 
the philosophers ami theologians as irrelevant to then lives.. 
Ewfn action that else "practical' men lake is. governed by the 
thinking that hasoorufied in lotne ivory Lower —whether that 
tower be tin? British Museum, the Academy; a home in Basel, 
Swi(7<ilar>d, or a tent in Israel, 

In L [ulenslamEing Be Men 

It is i he tirsr dmv of the Christian to understand cornea 
theory — correct doctrine — iind thereby implement correct prac- 
tice. I In is order — first theory, then practice — isboth logital and 
Biblical, h is. for example, exhibited in FauE’s epdiile to th= 
Ruinam, in which fie spends die first eleven chapters expound- 
ing theory and the Last five discussing practice. l 'he contempor- 
ary I^rhrrsof Christians have EH?t only revers'd the order, they 
have im cited the Pan line emphasis tm theory anti prat Lite, The 
Miiuallv complete (allure of sEk. ttaclim of the professing 
• hurch to imiiriK'i the faithful in correct docti inr is the cause of 
the mitt/Ondurl and cultural impotfutf of Christians, The 
Churrh’s lack of power is the result of its lack of truth The 
Gospel is the p>wrr ol God, not religious dcpcricna 1 oj 
j icjuKial relationship, i lie Chun h lias no piiwtT because it lias 
abandoned the fiospel. the gorxl news, for a religion of 
■x fir j tin c i a Its n i P I’wonicth ce n t ui ■■ A met it an ('dir i si i an s aic 
■ hildrun •.allied ahum by every wind of dotLriue, not known g 
what tkv believe, or even if they believe bnyihEng for certain. 

Id, ■. Iik -1 purpose oi Lhe trinity Foundation is to 
cpunfefm 1 1 he irrationalism of the n^e tuid to expose the errors 
of the u-.tchcrs of iheehuucb, Our emphasis— on the Bible as 
(he Sole source of truth, on rbr primacy nf die intellect, on the 
supii-me impedance of cut met dot-urne, and on rhe necessity 
for vy*temati< and logical thinking — is almost unitjuc in 
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Chi isierltlnm. To the extent dial tin 1 church snrviv* s — ,-nij si if 
will survive and flourish — ii will be betauM of her increasing 
acceptance of ihew basic ideas and their lexical implit.uiions 
We believe that the IYinity i onridae ion is filling ;r \.u oti n 
in Christendom. We <ire saying that CliriSEhnil; isimclkeriual- 
ly ■: ! : 1 1 i sabile — ilxaf . in fact, ir is the only intellectually defensi- 
ble system tjf though). We are saying rbar God has made lI'U' 

wisdouiol this world— vyhethei that wisdom be called stitnet. 
religion, philosophy, oj common scn.se— foolishness. U'e art 
appealing to a LI ('hrisliians who have noi t onrrdod defeat in rhe 
intellectual bank 1 with the world to jOul lis in our efloiis to 
raise a sumdkud to which all men of sound mind uu repan 
l he love of truth, of Gods Word, basal! hut tfisapprored 
u? out time. Wir are committed to and pray for a jcteai 
mstaiuaiion, But though wc may not see this reformation of 
GhrisEendcmi in our liUtinic-s, wr believe ii lh mar duty io 
present tlie whole counsel of God because Christ has *um- 
nianded n I he resu 3 ts ol ou r teat l ii ng are in God’s hand * not 
ours. VVhaMviCr ihnje i¥$iil|S, His Word is never i aught in vain. 
bu( always accomplishes the result Lhat Ele nitemfed :? if 

accomplish. Frnffssoi Gordon H Clark has siaud mu view 
well: 


There have been time," in dw history- ijf Gtyl s pmptc. ten 
example. ui ihe days of Jeremiah, when refreshing grace smd 
U- Lik.yj M end .rev i vjil were not to be ex pet W I : l k i tine tvas one of 
chastisement. Ii tlii. twenik'di (ciunry is ;i siinilar rtuUm 
indh itittal Oirbtians I wit* ana. I there cm find * octiEon ami 
sirengtlt in a ■^1Lld^ ol God's Word- But it God bus do reed 
happier days fm us and ii we may > xpma'war K-shajtiiifi ujkI 
genuine spn ittral awakening, then le is chc □ihIiot's Ih- fief ihar 
II .re.it H-.II mis. how-fur iittt'.Sv,ir\ is ia>i sir sulfider 
condition. Have then- not lwen devout saints in evrrv age, 
1 1 inr; 1 1 ■ i?is eri-mig.li to ( at ry on a revival ? I'wrSs *: si icb fjerfc . icjs 
arc pit 1 1 s What di:>i: 1 1 gu ishes rise ,n id ages I rot n il« f .* tkvd tif 
|be R:i. nnia l ion when rtaiioiii wtw 1 1 1 ■. i »■ ■ • . ! -s iliL-y had hot 
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Ikci -.mu P.iul pf-eached in Ephesus. Cjorinth, and Konne. is 
iht Ijukt's fi lint-** •-*[ kranv'li-dg*? of Cel's Void To trchu an 
early R^jrcmdofl ihettglVf, when the ploughman and ihe 
3 : d m f- airntri-Tm I'.tjqv ifn Bibie as v/[ j JJ as. ihe dtoolpgtan 
and know it beucr than. t> mie coiituiiporcry theologmu 

: ' 1 3 ■-■: -Ll? i .::'■•■-■■ jk- 1 1 1 - i .i 'i,.'. i ,:i: !.: id', i: i . 1 . 1 1 1 : 

In ittEi.3iL[i>4i lu publishing battiks. of which First Corinthi- 
ans h the iwemy-i»HUh, ilie Foundation publishes a bimonthly 
nwvslcricr, The Trinity Review. Suljwpiwis to The fievtew 

:a i free: plei-w- writ? Ln ihe address below to become a 
subw l : !j-.-l. If you ivould like i .utlier information or would tike 
to join us ui oui work, pkitse lei us know 

The Triniiv Foundation is a nonprofit founds lion tax- 
exempt iLTirlr-f sorrioin &0l of rhe Internal Revenue Code of 
lfi, : : i Von can help its disseminate the TVord of Cod through 
your ta vdrtluttibie totnritutiOPs to the Foundation. 

A fid uie knoit' that theSon of Go fits r'o+.i-ir-’, mid hath gir.-y-vr? \u. an 
und CTStundinp.. that we may ft non- Aiii-i that rs true, and life are 
* " him -J\ is tru£. i’i hisSon JesuS Christ. T his i& (fie ttvse God, 
and etrrru tJ fife. 


John W. Robbins 
President 
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J lit 1 Trinitv Foundation is cunimLited to the troons-Liuc- 
tion ol philosophy and Lheology aloia& Eibtiegjjl lines, \V>: 
regard Cod’* command to bring rill our though™ imp con f fir- 
mi;.'. with Christ very seriously, and the bottks lisLed below are 
< k ^ i " d to iiiojm pi i si i lb a l I I'lsey at e wi i i ien ■.-. i 1 h tw o 
sobordinfltr purposes: iT) r. . demolish .dl secular claim-, r.o 
knotvledi^e; an-.! (£) to build a system of truth based upon the 
Bible alone 


Works of Philosophy 


Behaviorism and Christianity. Gordon rt. dark } r ' 

Hthavaorrsrn is <? critique of both sender end nJiguiiiA ieftuiOT- 
i.rts. S' tnciudes ciidpl^s rj+i John WdLfoti. Edfiiii S'. Singer Jfij GUberi 
d ■ '■ PiT S'ftrni i.c7, and tforudd MacKey, C fork's refutation qf 
biShiL-iorisfH and his at gam ft >7 & r £fcrf.tftd» do r m'tic u ■ . ■ = > 

i.i5« TWtlJtffHiiff,. 

A Christ ian PhLosophy of Education, Cordon 1 1 Ckrrli >'H l'o 

The fust edWon'vf ifci hook un# pvhtiihed cv IM&. it stwPsr! 
tki- ronternpQTwy interest i?r Chrtsliaa sck'.tots. fh. Ctar.ft .•"«.•■ 
thorouqiii'y ver-is&i aud updated it and n is wedc-l rrtiw mtftc then 
*!fn, Its.-haptcTs i include; The fond far* World * , The Christian 

m 
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Worid-Txem, Thi • Alternative to CJmstidn Theam, Xeutra! ity, Ethics, 
'Hit- Christian Philosophy of Education, Academic Matters. Kinder- 
gotten ttt f nhff^Hy. Three appcndicci 4»' included ft# ledf.- The 
Relationship of Public Fdueehon to Christianity A Ptf/tairi ?i < 
World-Lieu 1 . and Art and the Gospel, 

A, C'Ji r Lstjjai View cpF M^h amt Things, Gotfrion H, Cb*tk SfK 9& 

.Vo olht> book aeiitetres a?hat A ClitUiian View doe's: the 
prescnttilkm >>t Christianity a# rf applies tv iiirtorp politics, ethics. 
• .: JJ ??.: <, religion, and rpifhrnwl&g-y {.i,-:rk\ rOmmand uj both wQff 
i St) philosophy and ,Sf uptufe is evident on every pige. »H<i the result 
ti a breathtaking and cm i challenge to the wisdora of this 
world, 

Clark Speaks Fconi tht tiravt, (ienton It Cl.uk 

fj? chirk ih utei some of his critics for their failure tv defend 
ChiLsiltmily i Vniptifiitly. CJCrtk S| y. ill S Pa a Stiattilatmg JtPtrf ri!ttj-wj; : - 
•r.tUmi discussion of the errors of eorUen.por-iry apologists, 

FjJui; ;i liiJii, C Iit l.vl iiiin I Li.', dini hit 1 Stale S7.K 

J. Gresham Mathcn 

WaChen war, one of the foremost educator*, ihcoktgimty. and 
deft -riders of Chrisiia/iitv . ■. the nrrnth-th century. Tin- author of 
numerous scholarly book:,. Mucker, saw clearly that if Christianity is 
tv .%uTT<hr And flourish. 4T system of Christian grade schools rftwi hr 
established. Tin- ftj flection of ex-says t ,tp{ n tea itit$ though) or, 
H’l/iii’tn'jcifi ai-er nearly three decades. 

G-oicUmi H. 4 . 1 _i i k : ]*r r\otsnl R«:vllrcihiiis, SG.Ife 

Jiifcvi) 'A ft.4jbbi.Lis, editor 

Tti<pid \ . if Of, i ' V«r* haiv an Him iheir ret till&tions of the man. 
Contributors ,■■ wind* fa in rly members. colleagues- students, and 
frrcndi Mv. il <j.- Harold Lindstll, Lari Henry. Ronald Nash. Dwight 
’/filer, d-!si tf:v? v Cruinfnwkttr. The book includes an extensive 
bibliography of Clark's work. 

John IVwney. Gontbr H. Clark 12.00 

■i J?ifri bt • not produced weny philosophers, hat John Deu-ty 
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has been extremely influential. Clark ■.\'-,a\;ms hr.-: philosophy «..i 
Inyfrum^jnaPsn-., 


Logic, triHckw El. Clark Jtf.yS 

Written (is a textbook fm Chtptran .ichqpft. Logic h another 
unique book from Clark's pen. His presentation at jIi-- of 
thought, which must be followed if 'icripture is to be understood 

COrreiliy, mid ninth tuv ft m fid rrr Scripture itself, is both Hear an d 

thorough. Logit f.t ii>j indispensable book for the thinking Chri%- 
t;<m„ 

The Philosophy of Science and Belief in Cod £5 k^5 

Gnrdisn 1 1- Chirk 

In opposing the contemporary idolatry of st itncey dark ftcwfysw 
t tner major aspects of science; the problem of motion. Scu'tonr.rr; 
science, and rnmirtn theories of physks, Hi s eonelusiem is tl.it 
science, while it may be useful, is always false; rind he demonstrates its 
fair, it \ in numerous U'iSyf. Sin« science r# tilwdy $ false , it can offer no 
obieclion to the Bible and Christianity. 

Religion. Rtiyon unot Rtvtlaiion, Cottk>n H. Clack S7.D6 

One of Clark's apologetic^! masterpieces. Religion. Rto-iOn ■u'ld 
Rc'vclaiiwti has been praised for the clarify «' its thought and 
language, it includes chapters on Is Christianity ■; Religion 7 Fddh 
and Reason* Inspiration arid' Language, Revelititm and Morality, and 
Cod jffld En.il. It l? rfi:j.T[ reading f os all serious ChrnditPis, 


!'3u|cs to Dt«ty; A lii-coty of Philosophy. |xap i 3 Mt 1#5 

Gordon H. Quit hardback 5 

This voi ume is the bat onc cohtme history of phiinsophy fn 
English. 

Thitr Typrs of Religious i‘hilosoph¥, Corth»n H Clark Si - ’ ' 

In this book on apologetics, Clark exam iaes empiricrim, ration- 
alism, dogmatism, and cfiri temporary irraiinmil.-wi a- Inch dvr* not 
Ttse to the level of philosophy. He offers a solution to the question. 
"Htwton Christianity be defended before thru/orldl" 
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Works of Theology 


The Aronnnenl. Coftbni i-E Clark SS-EK? 

Tim m a wapn addition ro Clark's mittii'V&lwme Systematic 
theology. In Else Ati.ini nif-m, Clark disercsses the Cift rHflinh. the 
Ttrgin Birth and Incarnation, federal headship and representation, 
the relationship between God sovereignty and justice, arid much 
iflnlc. Hf&rt&lyttt Iriidilrrtnot i.-ittur.'i i>l the .4umCrne»I Qtid&itkrtei 
them in ike light of dtiripltire alone. 

Tli^ Hililiciii Tit* lii i !*■ chf Man. Ci<»’tkOTl H, Ckitk SJi-Sfi 

Is man soul ami body or soul, spirit, and body? What is the image 
of God? Is Adam's sin imputed to his children? Is evolution true? Are 
me*t totally depraved? EVAraf is the heart? These (ire sfirne Jfo ihf 
disnissed and answered from S'i sipture j'n this hc*jk. 

C<4|xhu$ Van The Man ami The Myth J2.4^ 

J<i]'i 1 1 W. Ki^ihinj 

The actual teachings of this eminent Philadelphia ihadfp&ian 
ha 3# hern obscured by {hr nrythtf that jlvmxitfwl ffj'rj-i. This book 
pen el rates those myths and < nticiies 3 in Til's surprisingly unortho- 
dox -.. iru?s of God and the Ribh:. 

Fai?] i Jmri Saving Faiih, i <•: lid.'ivi H„ Clat'k 

The views of the Raman Catholic church, John Calvin, Tit&firOS 
.) hi n ion . jtih n Ou.'en . f. hm iVv fttjdgr. a mi M 1 Vatfifld are d iLv J isSfd 
in f3tii iicjofc. Is thv object of fp.it h a person or a proposition 1 fs faith 
WW than belief? Is belief mare than thinking. miA ptt&il, M 
Augustin-, aid? In a i<- or hi chaotic ri’tiA differing i-'Jeti'i of faiih. Clark 
deafly expiittns the Biblical uKto of faith and saying faith. 

GixI’e Hammer: T3i* H-ibL* ;nstt Its Oiitcs. Gordon H. Clark $6 Of? 

The starting point of Christianity, the doctrine on which all 
other doctrines depend, is "The Ihblr uh}rie If the [V'ora of God 
u-iitten, ayiti therefore rnerran-i in the autographs.'' Ova the 
centuries db-r opponents trf Christianity, v/ith Miatiu shrewdness, 
ha- ceom difnit-d then atoickson ih$ truthfulness and completeness 
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of the Bible. In the twentieth rentury ike aitai k is not so mitt i> i.v the 
fields of History and fm htteology as in philosophy. Clark's brilliant 
defense of the complete truthfulness of the fiiblr is captured tn this 
collection of eleven nta tor essays. 

ITll- Incarnation, Cordon II. Clark 

Who ti : <w C.'Au.rf? The attack o*! (he Incarnation m the pma.— 
teenih V"d twentieth cminnc* hdi been vigOTOm. bvt the orthodox 
response has been Jam?. Clark reconstructs the doctrine of th, 
/pji-.qpiBtjort building upon improving upon the Cholccdofiifm 
definition. 

I el of Theology L G^d(Hl H, Ohnk 

There are four i^ffi upj to whom Clark addresses Shis hooks the 
m'rTageCkristiQnswho arc uninterested in ideology, the efhcistsand 
zgtiQSiutS, the religious ctprricrtiialiits, arid the $ni(nis Christians. 
The vindication of ihe knowledge of God against the objections of 
three of these groups is the first step in theology. 

The Johan nine Logos. Gordon kL Qask 1-5,93 

Clark analyst.-, the relationship between Cheat, n -ho i.i the 
>r,ifh. and the Bible. He explains :e h y John used the same word to 
refer io both Christ tmd his touching. Chapters dot' u rth the 
Prolu nue ft* John’s Gospel, logos and Rheeoutla, Truth, and 
Having f’sufli. 

Logical CiJtifisins f>E TVxrua] Critimm r Gotidon H. Clank SSSE? 
I*i this critique of the science of textual criticism. Dr. 

the fallacious argumentation of the miydern textual critics 
tmd defniiH the i.'ppu' that the early Christian i 3: rjr-.j better that: the 
modern cjittes who k mtnncstripts of the \'cu- Testament v-tfc nuyre 
titcurate. 

Pa Rftbfrwpn: A Warn ing to AcnvHca. Ji*hn W R^'ibh-in^ 

7'3rr Protesittiei Reformation nas based on the Biblical principle 
that the Rible is the only rwflcJnm from God, ytt a gw mg 
reitgtous i-no:: enw rjr. led by Put Robertson, asserts that (iod speak, to 
them directly. This bttok addresses the serious issue of rcirpious 
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fMMth ism i-'b America h' , esc/tninim# the thertlogivni idea ■• ■>} Pit. 
/toSjWcsoir. 


Pr<J rtlinj.no 4i, H. Oink 17 9^ 

Clash t ft Waugh ly dist u.fw’5 one of ‘la- most conirti&evual and 
f«r-r,w/::v (inctr tries th; Ptbic: that Gad is, quite literally. 
,41th igJts-i: i L ' .'!■>■ : i d J" . Al?. <iTf%wt of eozl, God's omniscience, CMCttion, 
and the ne\r birth are nil presented a>dhtn a Scripnifis.1 frntmmtiik. 
The abjections iff those who do not beliav m the A inrigfcy God ■ in 
com, lined iv ■ nl ?ff ? This edition trims ms she fexl of 'h*. 

booklet Pn'ctffiTinntiafl' in ihc Old IVsmnt-m. 

Striplim; Twfisling in the Seminaries, I'arl 1 l rninism S3 &3 
Ti>hi W. Robfo-i ns 

. i Ff ^nafyujr of the eo'e ■• of three graduate* of Westminster 
Seminary on tfie role of women m the church 

,^-d , , 

Today’s Ev isajj: Oouieddi t>t <^£jnulfie? Sft.yj 

Gimkra H. Clark 

Chirk i \>>;fwi\- \ the methods mid message ■, of to.-hr, ’stfritngeiisitt 
:. >ish -i ■ 1 > pt u ?■". ,'j nd i ; nd s tha t Ch r .- tin ru* v o- r > ft the i.'.jh - because th f 
Gospel has iiem distorted or lost Thu ji an extremely useful and 
enlightening nook , 

The Trinity, Cordon H. i ilari: (S-..&3 

Apni t from the doctrine of Si 'iptyre. m/ teaching of the Bible is 
mare impari/mt man tht dot ton, of Hod. Clark's defense of the 
-.■Tihudox doctrine of the '/'tjh sl't jj (t principal portion of ■■- major 
new work of Systematic Theology tye&i th pf&gtps;. There are 
■ hapters or, the deity of Christ. Augustine, the incomprehensibility 
of Gist .ami fan Til, and the Holy Spirit, among fdhers. 


VVhai llo Presbyterians Believe? Cordon U Clark $ 7 9 fl 5 

This clastic. introduction to Christian dwitme has &<wtt repub- 
1 Gibed It f* ii\ •: i>, *• commentary o;. the Westminster Confession of 
faith that h-;-, been writ 
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Commentaries on the New Testament 


Ooio&tians, Cordon H. Clark. J&Pfj 

Tphrsians, C onion H. Clark SS.95 

Farsi a ml Second Thcsatoaiiahs CimTtkm H. Clark KIV95 

Fiisl Corinthians, Gordon Hi Clark |H1 ( J3 

Thr Pa.ytije-41 FjjClL-i ■ E .mu 13 Timodij imd Ti m;. 
tkjrdon H. < Tark 


AH of Clark ,v commentaries are ex pommy, riot technical, and m 
M-'.ir for the Christian iayrnti*'.. His purpose ts to explain the text 
clearly and accurately so the J the Word, or God wi.il be thoroughly 
krtm-nn by ett.Tf Christian. Rr:-ivth tf/ Christian Ay t:Om< vrth 
fih rough the spread of God j (ruth. 1 he sou n d exposition of the fable , 
through preaching and through 'sommwv.atvcs on Scripture, ,••■ the 
tin l v OiCthitd rji that truth. 
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The Trinity Library 


I- \ u-'iii 1 send •,«( one copy tif Cat is of the 32 books iiited 
aboivfoithe tow }■'-!■■■ ftof$l50 The regular price of these books 
h f 2)*. Or you ma-. order she hooks ynit wtmi widimdiiaLfy on 
the order blank on the next page. Because some of the books are 
in short supply, n. :c must res&rve the fight to substitute others of 
ecpwA or gMatir* value in The Trinity Library 

Thank you for yom attention. We hope to hear pom you 

soon. This special offer expires fune 30. 1993. 






Order Form 


N’ . i,:TH- _ 

Address 


Plfaa : □ add my name to the mailing lint for The Trinit 

Revitzv. 1 understand Lbat rliesi? is no ehas-ge for the 

Hewew, 

□ acceul id', lax tkdun.liiii.ir cojilribuLion of 'i 

' 

Im the work of die l-bundation. 

□ amid Ent copies of First Corinthians. I 

erw-fc&e ;ii pay -mem y 

12 Et'Citl me [fie 1 "I T23 Lit-.- Libiarv of $2 books. I endoie 
SI 50 as full pay mem ion it. 

□ .‘i(-[]d. etlc llw Eol [awing books. I mu Jos* full [>i.o 

irt.eiu in Lite amoum of i _ h>r them- 


Mail to: The Trinity Foundation 

Pew Office 1 IVcps 
Jefferson, \fD ?1755 

Please add Si 00 lur postage on orders less iktr'i Slit Th-mic to... 
For quantiiy dioiYionis, plc^c wriw to the ! ouftdauon 





First Corinthians 

Gordon H. Clark 

Many Christians have mil und^Qbdl or ! 
wsmings; about man-made philosc-phy, and (hoy to to 
bine I he wisdom of ihi v world--pAychoJciEft 
scienpa, ’'common sentwri'— with the wisdom reveal 
in the Bible, Thu itesiilt is a mixture of if nth 
tends wilh time to become my re and mere. error at 
less truth. 

Put in I Coritithmni Paul mates clear that he > 
speak nr write the words of man's wisdom, hut the w 
given by God himself For this reason, this eammeniary 
FhulYlijfti, fetter to the church at Corinth is must' reading for 
all Christians, especially (hose who are apt to fie sediAtcd by 
the wisdom of this, world. 


Dr, Gordon H, Clack is an Lniecn^tu 
philosopher, ibeologiun, ami educator; the author 
thfm forty books; and the former Chairman of the Dfij 
of Philosophy at Butler University He died in, Aj 

Til c Trin i E y To u nd nri on 
Post Office Box 700 
J effrrson . M aryl and 2 1 7 fl 5 




